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The House was not in session today. Its next meeting will be held on Tuesday, February 2, 2010, at 12:30 p.m.

The Senate met at 2 p.m. and was
called to order by the Honorable MARK
R. WARNER, a Senator from the Com-
monwealth of Virginia.

PRAYER

The Chaplain, Dr. Barry C. Black, of-
fered the following prayer:

Let us pray.

O God, our Father, our light and
guide, lead our Senators with Your wis-
dom. Keep them from being embittered
by ingratitude or pettiness as they
refuse to be satisfied with any effort
less than their best. May the voice of
history warn them of the paths that
lead to national disaster. Lord, give
them the wisdom to follow Your pre-
cepts, trusting You to direct their
steps. Help them to be as eager to for-
give others as they are to seek forgive-
ness. By Your grace empower them to
be better than they are, wiser than
they know, and stronger than they
dream. We pray in Your powerful
Name. Amen.

———

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The Honorable MARK R. WARNER led
the Pledge of Allegiance, as follows:

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God,
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all.

———

APPOINTMENT OF ACTING
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will please read a communication
to the Senate from the President pro
tempore (Mr. BYRD).

Senate
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The legislative clerk read the fol-

lowing letter:
U.S. SENATE,
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE,
Washington, DC, February 1, 2010.
To the Senate:

Under the provisions of rule I, paragraph 3,
of the Standing Rules of the Senate, I hereby
appoint the Honorable MARK R. WARNER, a
Senator from the Commonwealth of Vir-
ginia, to perform the duties of the Chair.

ROBERT C. BYRD,
President pro tempore.

Mr. WARNER thereupon assumed the

chair as Acting President pro tempore.

———

RECOGNITION OF THE MAJORITY
LEADER

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore. The majority leader is recog-
nized.
——
SCHEDULE

Mr. REID. Mr. President, following
leader remarks, the Senate will be in a
period of morning business until 3 p.m.
today, with Senators permitted to
speak for up to 10 minutes each. At 3
p.m., the Senate will proceed to execu-
tive session to debate the nomination
of Patricia Smith to be Solicitor for
the Department of Labor.

The vote on the motion to invoke
cloture on that nomination will occur
at 5:30 p.m. today.

——
THE BUDGET

Mr. REID. Mr. President, nursing our
economy back to health is not just
about giving it the right short-term

treatments; it is about setting a new,
responsible foundation for our future
security and stability; it is about rec-
ognizing that what got us into this
mess will not get us out of this mess; it
is about making sure this kind of crisis
can never again threaten American
families.

There are three things above all else
I wanted to see in President Obama’s
budget: No. 1, a plan to put Americans
back to work; No. 2, a plan to ease our
deep deficit, bring fiscal discipline
back to our government, and leave our
children a stronger economy; and fi-
nally, No. 3, a plan that will strengthen
Nevada’s economy and make Nevadans
safer.

As far as I am concerned, the Presi-
dent has gone three for three. Regard-
ing jobs: Ensuring every American who
wants to work can find a job is the top
priority of the American people and it
is the top priority of President
Obama’s budget. His proposed tax cuts
will encourage small businesses to
keep workers on the job, hire new ones,
and give those employees bigger pay-
checks, and it will encourage entre-
preneurs to start new companies and
encourage existing owners to grow
their businesses, which will in turn
grow our economy.

This budget is also about smart in-
vesting. It looks forward to building in-
dustries of the future by creating clean
energy jobs that can never Dbe
outsourced and jobs in infrastructure,
science, technology, and research. It
extends middle-class tax cuts so hard-
working families can invest more of
their income in the economy rather
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than sending it back to the govern-
ment.

As far as fiscal responsibility goes,
his budget does some good things. It
continues Democrats’ efforts to reduce
the deficit and restore fiscal responsi-
bility to the government.

This budget comes with a lot of
zeros. Its numbers are in the millions,
billions, and trillions. It is easy to
mischaracterize those numbers and
what they mean, but let’s keep some
perspective. When you look at this
budget as a share of our entire econ-
omy, it will cut the deficit by more
than half in 2 years. It is not the last
thing we will do to slash the deficit,
but it is a good, promising start.

The President also has endorsed the
pay-as-you-go rules the Senate ap-
proved last week, as well as a commis-
sion dedicated to reducing the deficit,
which I support. Unfortunately, many
of our Republican colleagues do not.
They voted in unison against pay-as-
you-go—the simple concept that we
should only spend what we as a govern-
ment have. Some Republican Senators
who sponsored the legislation creating
the deficit-reduction commission
turned right around and voted against
their own bill when it came before the
Senate. Had they voted with us—if
they had voted the way the bill was
sponsored—it would have passed. We
had 53 votes. One Senator was gone be-
cause of a funeral. There are 54 Demo-
crats, and with 7 Republicans, that
would have brought us to 61.

It is a real shame. People worked on
this so hard, and one of those who did
so is the Presiding Officer. The Pre-
siding Officer is an expert at balancing
budgets, having been Governor of the
Commonwealth of Virginia, and the
Presiding Officer used that knowledge
to work with Senator CONRAD and oth-
ers to bring about the pay-go rules and
to bring about this deficit-reduction
commission. Then to have people who
sponsored the legislation vote against
it is hard to comprehend. This budget
knows our economy and our future
cannot afford partisan games such as
that.

As far as Nevada is concerned, the re-
cession has hit Nevada harder than
most every other State. Nevadans will
benefit more than nearly any other
State’s citizens when we see the imple-
mentation of the job-creating and
money-saving ideas in this budget.

Nevada will also benefit in another
very specific way. The President has
declared dead the dreadful plan called
Yucca Mountain—to turn a piece of the
magnificent Nevada desert just outside
of Las Vegas into a national dumping
ground for dangerous nuclear waste.
This budget ends funding for that reck-
less project and pulls its license appli-
cation.

That means families in Nevada and
throughout America no longer have to
worry about trucks and trains loaded
with tons of the most toxic nuclear
waste known to man passing by their
children’s schools, their neighborhoods,
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parks, and their own backyards. It
means we will all be safer.

The President’s plan will walk us fur-
ther down the path toward economic
recovery, but we still have a long way
to go. Let’s keep in mind this budget is
merely a blueprint, not a silver bullet.
It will guide Congress, not restrict us.

No matter what the items and num-
bers are in this document, neither
Democrats nor Republicans should ever
forget that every single dollar in this
budget belongs to the American people.
We know we cannot make our economy
work again for the middle class unless
we invest taxpayers’ money as respon-
sibly and efficiently and as trans-
parently as possible. Senate Democrats
are committed to doing just that.

RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, leader-
ship time is reserved.

MORNING BUSINESS

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, there
will be a period of morning business
until 3 p.m., with Senators permitted
to speak for up to 10 minutes each.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I suggest
the absence of a quorum.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, I
cannot help but note that the occupant
of the chair presides not only over the
Senate but other organizations to
which I am privileged to belong.

I ask to proceed as in morning busi-
ness.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

————

NOMINATION OF MARTHA N.
JOHNSON

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President,
later this afternoon, the Senate will
vote on a cloture motion on the nomi-
nation of Patricia Smith to be Solic-
itor of the Department of Labor. Last
Friday, I believe, Senator REID also
filed a cloture motion on another nom-
ination, and it is that nomination I
would like to talk about because it
comes out of the Homeland Security
and Governmental Affairs Committee,
which I am privileged to chair. That is
the nomination of Martha Johnson to
be Administrator of the General Serv-
ices Administration.

It has become unfortunate practice, 1
believe, that Members have been hold-
ing up Executive nominations, in some
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cases, and I am confident it is the case
with regard to Martha Johnson, for
reasons unrelated to her qualifications.
She is extremely well qualified and
very much needed at the General Serv-
ices Administration, as I will note in a
moment.

As I understand the process we will
follow this week—presuming, as I hope
will be the case, that cloture is granted
later this afternoon, when we vote on
the nominee for Solicitor of the De-
partment of Labor, whenever the vote
on that nomination occurs—hopefully,
sooner than later this week—imme-
diately thereafter, we will go to a vote
on cloture on this nomination of Mar-
tha Johnson. In anticipation of that, I
wished to speak to my colleagues about
what is coming.

She is an extraordinary nominee, in
my opinion, for a job that is critically
important to the efficient operation of
the Federal Government, about which
a lot of us have been speaking with in-
tensity in recent times. She is a former
Chief of Staff at the General Services
Administration, so she comes with
some background that will give her the
opportunity to hit the ground running,
and that is important in an agency
that has not had a permanent leader
since April of 2008. Here we are in Feb-
ruary of 2010. GSA has not had a per-
manent leader since April 2008, when
the former Director was asked to re-
sign by the previous administration.
Since then, the agency has had five
Acting Administrators. It is obviously
time for stable leadership.

The Homeland Security and Govern-
mental Affairs Committee unani-
mously endorsed her nomination last
June, more than a half year ago. Since
that time, GSA has undergone several
changes in top management, including
the departure of the Chief of Staff and
the retirement of the Deputy Adminis-
trator. So it has been very frustrating
for the members of our committee to
see such a qualified nominee being held
up in the Senate for more than a half
year because of a hold that had nothing
to do with the nominee’s qualifica-
tions.

I wish to speak for a moment to my
colleagues about the full scope of
GSA’s responsibilities. It is a critically
important agency of our Government
that mostly works out of the spotlight.
GSA is often called the Federal Gov-
ernment’s landlord because it provides
workspace and office services for al-
most every Federal office and agency
across our country, from court houses
to ports of entry. With 8,600 buildings
and $500 billion in assets under its con-
trol, GSA must be either the largest
property management organization in
the world or certainly one of the top
and largest property management or-
ganizations in the world. But GSA ac-
tually is far more than just the Federal
Government’s landlord. It has 12,000
employees spread across the country in
11 districts. They help guide Federal
spending on everything from basic of-
fice equipment to the Federal fleet of
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more than 200,000 vehicles owned and
leased by the U.S. Government. GSA’s
purchasing divisions have broad effect
on the rest of the economy since, as an
early acquirer of new technologies, in-
cluding green technologies, the agency
has helped and will continue to help
spur production that brings down costs
and makes these technologies available
and affordable to the broader consumer
market. GSA is that important, that it
can help build a market for an innova-
tive transformational technology.

In fact, the American Recovery and
Reinvestment Act, commonly known
as the Stimulus Act, which we adopted
last year, gave GSA specific responsi-
bility to help green the Federal Gov-
ernment by providing $5 billion to
make Federal buildings more energy
efficient and $300 million to buy more
fuel-efficient vehicles for the Federal
fleet.

GSA also has wide responsibilities for
providing information technology and
telecommunications services for Fed-
eral agencies. With its leadership, GSA
can ensure that the Federal Govern-
ment is using cutting-edge technology
to lower costs, better engage with citi-
zens and detect and defend against
cyber threats. In other words, GSA
spends so much money every year ac-
quiring information technology sys-
tems that if it requires the providers to
put together systems that are resistant
and defensive to the kinds of cyber at-
tacks that, unfortunately, public and
private information mnetworks are
under today, it can drive that tech-
nology development, which then will be
more broadly available to the private
sector as it acquires information tech-
nology equipment.

A lot of big and important respon-
sibilities are there, meaning the agen-
cy is in need of strong leadership. If
confirmed, Ms. Johnson will face many
challenges, and I wish to take a mo-
ment to lay out for my colleagues a
few which have come to the attention
of our committee, which has oversight
of GSA. In the area of procurement,
contracts negotiated by GSA must le-
verage the vast buying power of the
Federal Government so agencies get
more value for the taxpayers’ dollar.
Last year, Federal agencies bought ap-
proximately $53 billion of goods and
services right off GSA schedules and
other GSA contracts, which offer ev-
erything from office supplies to human
resource services, to security equip-
ment, to energy management services
and through other contracts negotiated
by GSA. Having GSA negotiate these
procurement agreements lets these
customer agencies stay focused on
their core missions. In other words, the
agencies do not have to get into all the
back-and-forth details on negotiating
these contracts. The experts at GSA do
it for them. The agencies can focus on
what they are supposed to be doing.

Some agencies, if I may speak di-
rectly, have lost confidence of the abil-
ity of GSA to provide the best products
at the best prices and have begun to
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negotiate their own contracts or inter-
agency contracts. This duplicates serv-
ices offered by GSA. It is effectively a
waste of Federal money and effectively
also defeats the purpose of GSA, which
was created by President Harry S. Tru-
man, in 1949, with the specific intent of
streamlining the Federal Government’s
purchasing process so every agency of
the Federal Government did not have
its own separate purchasing division
that may have done well or not so well
but certainly not as efficiently as one
for the whole Federal Government.

The second problem, similar to this
one, exists in GSA’s property manage-
ment activities, with agencies some-
times questioning whether GSA has
now met their needs in the most cost-
effective manner.

Another problem a new adminis-
trator must address is the amount of
excess or underutilized property owned
by the Federal Government. The Office
of Management and Budget has re-
ported—these are stunning numbers—
that the Federal Government owns
21,000 buildings, worth about $18 bil-
lion, that are underused or no longer
needed, but they are sitting there. In
effect, the GAO, the Government Ac-
countability Office, has put the man-
agement of Federal property on their
high-risk list for this reason. Not all
those properties are under GSA’s con-
trol, but one of its jobs is to help other
agencies dispose of excess property.
That is another reason why we need a
full-time administrator there.

Think about it, $18 billion. The freeze
the President has announced—which I
support—doesn’t come to much more
than that, when you think about the
potential for selling some of this prop-
erty and bringing more revenue to the
government.

Let me come back to Martha John-
son. This is a job with big challenges,
as I have described, in part. She brings
a tremendous wealth of experience in
the private, nonprofit, and government
sectors. She has a B.A. in economics
and history from Oberlin College and a
masters in business from Yale Business
School. After graduating from Yale,
Ms. Johnson began her career in the
private sector at Cummins Engines
Company. She had a series of other
management positions in the private
sector and then was called on by the
Clinton administration to be the Asso-
ciate Deputy Secretary of Commerce
and then, as I mentioned earlier, Chief
of Staff of GSA from 1996 to 2001—very
relevant and indispensable experience.

After leaving government, Ms. John-
son was a vice president for the Council
for Excellence in Government, which is
a nonpartisan, nonprofit organization
dedicated to increasing the effective-
ness of government at all levels, and
most recently she has served as vice
president at Computer Sciences Cor-
poration. She is extremely well quali-
fied, has broad qualifications, includ-
ing extensive experience at GSA.

All these varied experiences make
Martha Johnson a perfect fit for the re-
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sponsibilities and challenges she will
face as GSA Administrator. The fact is,
she, Martha Johnson, has had broad bi-
partisan support. I urge my colleagues
to vote yes on cloture. I even preserve
the hope that there may be a decision
to vitiate the cloture vote, that we go
right to a final vote, and we confirm
this excellent nominee so she can go to
work for the American people.

I yield the floor and suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. KYL. Mr. President, I ask unani-
mous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

————
THE BUDGET

Mr. KYL. Mr. President, during the
past few weeks, President Obama has
repeatedly professed a commitment to
clamp down on out-of-control spending
and on deficits. That new development,
of course, appeals to many Americans
who have become increasingly frus-
trated with the trillions of dollars in
new debt that has been racked up by
this administration.

The President’s newly released budg-
et tells a different story, and it is not
one of fiscal responsibility. Just look
at the front-page headlines from many
of today’s morning newspapers and you
will see a helpful review of what they
think of the budget.

The Wall Street Journal:
icit to Hit All-Time High.”

The Washington Post: ‘“White House
Expects the Deficit to Approach a
Record $1.6 Trillion This Year.”

The Washington Times: ‘White
House Says the Government Will Run
Huge Deficits for the Foreseeable Fu-
ture.”

The ©publication Politico:
Years, $5.08 Trillion in Debt.”

In other words, this $3.8-trillion
budget is another sea of red ink, more
of the same record spending and debt
that have come to characterize this ad-
ministration.

Let me go over some important num-
bers. Under the President’s budget, the
deficit, which is the gap between total
revenues and total spending in a given
year, will reach a whopping $1.56 tril-
lion for the fiscal year 2010. For fiscal
year 2011, the deficit is projected to be
$1.3 trillion. That will mark the third
year in a row of trillion-dollar-plus
deficits, beginning in 2009. These 3
years of deficits are more than the
total accumulated debt from George
Washington to George W. Bush. The
President’s budget also virtually dou-
bles the debt held by the public over 5
years and virtually triples it over 10. It
exceeds 60 percent of the GDP as a
share of the economy this year. That
surpasses last year’s 50-year high.

Interest payments will more than
quadruple by the end of the decade,

“U.S. Def-

“Five
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reaching $840 billion in the year 2020.
That is $311 billion more than we spend
on education, roads, and all other non-
security discretionary spending. That
is just to pay the interest on the debt.

Overall spending will remain well
above the historical average as a per-
centage of GDP. By the end of the 10-
year budget window, debt will consume
77.2 percent of our economy. As Con-
gressman PAUL RYAN, ranking member
on the House Committee on the Budg-
et, pointed out recently, even European
Union countries—hardly exemplars of
fiscal rectitude—are required to keep
their debt levels below 60 percent of
their GDP.

I wish to mention a finding from a
new paper entitled ‘“‘Growth in a Time
of Debt” by two economists, Kenneth
Rogoff of Harvard and Carmen
Reinhart of the University of Mary-
land. In their paper, they study the re-
lationship between GDP growth and
debt, and they find that nations car-
rying an excessively large debt burden
of more than 60 percent of GDP
produce a negative effect on short-term
economic growth. They write:

When gross external debt reaches 60 per-
cent of GDP, annual growth declines by
about 2 percent. For levels of external debt
in excess of 90 percent of GDP, growth rates
are roughly cut in half.

This only makes sense because you
have less money to spend on those
things which provide capital, which
provide growth in your economy, be-
cause you are paying more and more of
your income to service the debt.

Remember, our debt will consume
77.2 percent of our economy by 2019.
This is important because there are
really only four ways to pay down or
pay off your debt. The first is to raise
taxes. You do not do that when you are
in the middle of a recession, and, in
fact, it is counterproductive to eco-
nomic growth in the first place. Sec-
ond, you cut spending. Well, that is
very hard for Congress to do. Third, in-
flate the currency. Of course, that
wipes out savings. It is the least good
of the bad alternatives. Fourth, you
can grow your way out. Growing your
way out is the way to do it, obviously.
It is like your family: If you have a lot
of debt, you can cut some on spending,
sometimes you can make a little more
money. You cannot inflate your way
out the way the government can. But
the preferred way is to grow your way
out of debt by, over time, making more
money and by being able to pay it
down. But there is a point at which, ac-
cording to these studies, even that does
not work—when you have so much debt
that you do not have enough money to
put back into the system to create the
growth we are talking about. And that
is what this debt burden and interest
cost does.

The administration has been touting
a spending freeze worth about $250 bil-
lion over a decade to help allay con-
cerns about spending and debt, but it
does not start until next October.
Therefore, to me, it is a little bit like
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the alcoholic who says: Well, I am
going to quit drinking right after I
have my next drink. If it is a good
idea—and it is—we should begin now. I
applaud any move toward fiscal respon-
sibility, but this proposal will really do
little to seriously attack the debt and
will not even erase the massive debt
accumulated during President Obama’s
first year in office. As columnist Rob-
ert Samuelson put it recently, ‘“‘Any
savings would be mostly a rounding
error in the decade’s projected defi-
cits.”

The point is, we have to do a lot
more than this. Let’s remember that
the proposed spending freeze only ap-
plies to 17 percent of the budget. Pro-
grams targeted for the freeze have al-
ready seen a 22-percent increase in
their annual appropriations in the past
2 years, plus another 25 percent in-
crease including the stimulus. So it is
hard to argue that tough choices are
being made when you increase these
programs by 22 percent, plus another 25
percent, and then say: OK, now I am
going to stop.

Finally, of course, why propose a
budget in February with a more than
$1.5 trillion deficit and a spending
freeze that will not even take effect
until October? Maybe another analogy
is, it is like the dieter who wants to
start the diet tomorrow but never
today. The spending freeze is a good
idea. So let’s not start it in the future,
let’s start it with this year’s appropria-
tions bills.

I would also suggest other stronger
measures right now. We can start with
the TARP money, for example. Rather
than using the TARP money to pay for
another stimulus bill, as some of my
colleagues have suggested, let’s use it
to pay down the debt. That money, re-
member, was borrowed in the first
place. We did not have $700 billion
lying around. We went to the markets
to borrow that, and we have to pay in-
terest on it. A lot of it came from
China. We have to pay it back. Let’s do
that—pay the money back. Do not use
it to pay for yet another stimulus pro-
gram. Remember, it will ultimately
have to be paid back.

Second, let’s end unlimited funding
for government-sponsored enterprises
such as Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac.
Right now these two entities can spend
as much as they like even without con-
gressional authority. I find it inter-
esting that when the President, in his
State of the Union speech, said we are
going to impose a tax on the banks, he
was talking about banks that either
never took TARP money or banks that
have paid it back. The tax does not
apply to Fannie Mae or Freddie Mac.
They haven’t paid back the money. It
does not apply to AIG. It does not
apply to General Motors. None of them
have paid the money back.

If we are going to have a tax, impose
it on those who haven’t paid the money
back. Don’t put it on those who either
never needed the money or didn’t take
it, but, in any event, who have paid it
back.
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Third, let’s rescind unobligated stim-
ulus money. The stimulus has already
proven, by most accounts, to be a fail-
ure in terms of creating jobs for the
money spent. That is even using the
administration’s own standards to
measure its success. Let’s use the
money that has not yet been spent or
obligated to pay down the debt. Again,
remember, most of that money has to
be borrowed and, therefore, let’s not
spend it in the first place, thus reduc-
ing future debt included in the Presi-
dent’s budget.

These are just three specific ways,
three relatively easy ways that we
could employ to start getting hold of
spending and debt. I would also like to
suggest that those who continue to
evoke the spending policies of the last
administration become more focused
on the future. That is what Americans
want us to do. It makes little sense to
complain about high spending from a
previous era and then make the situa-
tion worse, creating a deficit that is
four times as much as the biggest def-
icit in the previous administration and
creating a debt burden that is equal to
all of the Presidents from George
Washington through George Bush.

Americans want this administration
to confront the massive spending and
massive debt it is accumulating in a
meaningful way. The budget the Presi-
dent sent to Capitol Hill this morning
does not do the job.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

———
CONCLUSION OF MORNING
BUSINESS

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Morning business is now closed.
——

EXECUTIVE SESSION

NOMINATION OF M. PATRICIA
SMITH TO BE SOLICITOR FOR
THE DEPARTMENT OF LABOR—
Resumed

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, the
Senate will proceed to executive ses-
sion to consider the following nomina-
tion, which the clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read the nomi-
nation of M. Patricia Smith, of New
York, to be Solicitor for the Depart-
ment of Labor.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Iowa.

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, at 5:30
today, under a previous order, the Sen-
ate will be voting on cloture on the
nomination of Patricia Smith to be So-
licitor for the Department of Labor. I
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will be addressing the Senate about
this and about the key role the Solic-
itor plays, about the qualifications of
Patricia Smith to assume this position,
and sort of to bring people along as to
why we are here and why it has taken
so long.

This nomination has been before us
since last April and, quite frankly, this
should have been disposed of many
months ago. But, nonetheless, we are
in a situation where the Republican
side has objected, and so we have had
to file cloture, which was done on
Thursday. It ripens at 5:30 p.m. today.
We will have a vote at 5:30, and then we
will be in a postcloture position on the
nomination of Patricia Smith to be the
Solicitor for the Department of Labor.

On Friday, the Commerce Depart-
ment announced that the Nation’s GDP
surged at a 5.7-percent annual rate in
the fourth quarter of 2009. Well, that is
good news, and it is yet more evidence
that the Recovery Act is having the
positive impact we expected when we
passed it last year. But in my book, the
most important economic statistic is
the unemployment rate, which remains
stuck at about 10 percent. I wish to be
clear, a jobless recovery, as people are
calling it, is a contradiction in terms.
There is no meaningful recovery until
that unemployment rate is coming
down and people on Main Street are
feeling the benefits of a stronger econ-
omy.

Today, more than 6 million workers
have been looking for a job for more
than 6 months and cannot find one.
Hard-working people have seen their
hours cut back, their benefits reduced,
and millions more are simply not look-
ing because they have given up, and
they are not even counted in the unem-
ployment figures. Family budgets are
stretched to the breaking point. Work-
ers are desperate to get a job and keep
a job and pay for the basic necessities
of their families.

The Obama administration has im-
plemented an aggressive agenda to re-
store economic security for working
families and to get our economy back
on track. We will be offering jobs bills
on the Senate floor in the near future.
But a key part of restoring economic
security in this country is reaffirming
our commitment to strong labor stand-
ards and a revitalized, strong Depart-
ment of Labor.

In these tough times, when so many
families are suffering, it is sad to think
some unscrupulous employers might
choose to pad their profits by violating
our labor laws, cutting corners on safe-
ty, firing workers illegally, refusing to
pay workers the wages they have
earned. But the harsh reality is, these
practices are far too common now in
our economy.

A recent survey of workers in very
low-wage occupations found, in a single
week, 26 percent of low-wage workers
were paid less than the minimum
wage—one out of every four paid less
than the legally required minimum
wage—and 76 percent worked overtime
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without receiving their proper over-
time pay; 76 percent—three out of
every four people—who did overtime
did it without receiving proper over-
time pay.

These acts of theft—and that is what
I call it; let’s be clear about it, it is
theft from America’s most vulnerable
workers—represent a major loss of in-
come for families struggling to make
ends meet.

We like to think these things do not
happen in the United States. We like to
think sweatshops do not exist. We like
to think employers do not cut corners
in ways that endanger the life and limb
of employees. But these things do
exist, sadly, and they are even more
common when times are tough and
when enforcement is lax or non-
existent.

That is not fair to our workers, it is
not fair to their families, and—this is
very important—it is not fair to the
overwhelming number of honest and
reputable businesses that play by the
rules and treat their workers fairly.

That is why—now more than ever—
we need a strong Department of Labor
to stand for America’s workers. We
need leaders at the Department who
understand the challenges workers are
facing and are prepared to tackle these
challenges aggressively.

Secretary Solis, our Secretary of
Labor, has put an excellent team to-
gether at the Department, and they are
working hard to reinvigorate that
agency after years of neglect. But they
are still missing a vital player on their
team. For more than 9 months, Repub-
licans have been blocking the con-
firmation of a key Department official,
the Solicitor of Labor.

The Solicitor of Labor has the crit-
ical responsibility of enforcing almost
200 Federal laws that affect American
workers every day, such as safety and
health, wages and work hours, equal
employment opportunity, veterans’
protections and retirement and health
benefits. Again, I have a series of
charts to show what the Solicitor does,
how important this position is.

For example, the Solicitor of Labor
was critical in the investigation of a
major explosion at BP Products’ Texas
City refinery that Kkilled 15 workers
and seriously injured over 170 others.
The Solicitor secured a settlement that
included over $21 million in penalties.

The Solicitor of Labor also helps to
protect workers’ paychecks. The Solic-
itor of Labor launched an investigation
of Walmart that resulted in the pay-
ment of $41 million in back wages to
workers who had been underpaid.
Again, these wages would not have
been paid had it not been for the Solic-
itor of Labor taking these actions be-
cause those workers do not have the
wherewithal to bring these cases them-
selves, so it had to be done by the So-
licitor of Labor. Mr. President, 41 mil-
lion in back wages would have been un-
derpaid at Walmart.

The Solicitor of Labor defends work-
ers’ retirement security. The Solicitor
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of Labor launched an active investiga-
tion into Enron Corporation’s—remem-
ber Enron—Enron Corporation’s man-
agement of workers’ pensions that re-
sulted in the recovery of more than
$220.8 million for workers’ pensions
plans. That is $220.8 million that would
not have gone to these workers’ pen-
sions had it not been for the Solicitor
of Labor.

Because workers cannot bring pri-
vate lawsuits under many of these
laws, the Solicitor is the only official
who can defend their rights.

The Solicitor is also a vital member
of the Secretary’s management and
leadership team. The Solicitor provides
legal advice and guidance on virtually
every policy, legislative, regulatory,
and enforcement initiative at the De-
partment of Labor. The Department
simply cannot perform its mission ef-
fectively without a strong Solicitor in
place.

The President has nominated Patri-
cia Smith of New York to perform
these critical responsibilities, and
there is no question she is superbly
qualified for this job. Patricia Smith—
Commissioner Smith, I should say—is
an accomplished attorney with a de-
tailed knowledge of our labor laws and
a deep commitment to improving the
lives of working families. At present,
she is commissioner of the New York
Department of Labor. Since becoming
commissioner of the New York Depart-
ment of Labor, she has played a promi-
nent role in helping New York’s work-
ing families weather the current eco-
nomic crisis.

She has implemented creative, new
work-sharing programs to help employ-
ers avoid layoffs. She has revamped the
State’s unemployment insurance sys-
tem to help workers access benefits
more easily. She has created a new pro-
gram to help low-income workers train
for careers in high-demand fields, such
as green technology, construction, and
health care. Through these initiatives,
Commissioner Smith has demonstrated
impressive leadership skills. She has
built positive working relationships
with legislators, worker advocates, and
the business community.

In a letter urging her confirmation,
the Business Council of New York
State—the Business Council of New
York—had this to say:

Ms. Smith has shown a clear ability to bal-
ance her duty as a public official to enforce
the law and her obligation as a public offi-
cial to ensure that the law provides for rea-
sonable application and reasonable solu-
tions.

It is those critical skills—listening, inter-
preting, and balancing—that make Ms.
Smith an ideal candidate to serve as the
United States Department of Labor’s Solic-
itor.. . .

That is the Business Council of New
York State.

Another letter from the business
community, this one from the Manu-
facturers Association of Central New
York:

The Department of Labor under the leader-
ship of Commissioner Smith—
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Now they are talking about the De-
partment of Labor in the State of New
York—

has been fully supportive in our mission to
enhance and improve our sector’s workforce.
Commissioner Smith and her team have been
informative, helpful, and involved every step
of the way. . . . It is Commissioner Smith’s
dedication, leadership, and innovative think-
ing that make her an exceptional candidate
for Solicitor for the United States Depart-
ment of Labor.

That is the Manufacturers Associa-
tion of Central New York.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that both these full letters, along
with five other letters of support from
business organizations, be printed in
the RECORD.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

THE BUSINESS COUNCIL
OF NEW YORK STATE, INC.,
Albany, NY, August 14, 2009.
Re Nomination of M. Patricia Smith, US De-
partment of Labor Solicitor General.

Hon. MICHAEL B. ENZI,
U.S. Senate, Senate Russell Office Building,
Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATOR ENZI: On behalf of the 3,000
members of The Business Council of New
York State, I write in support of President
Obama’s nomination of Ms. Patricia Smith
for the position of Solicitor General at the
United States Department of Labor. As the
president and CEO of a statewide business
trade organization, I believe Ms. Smith is su-
perbly qualified to assume the responsibil-
ities of Solicitor General and urge the Com-
mittee’s favorable disposition of her nomina-
tion.

As the Committee has the broadest access
to Ms. Smith’s resume and credentials, I
write to add a perspective which often does
not translate well from written documents
or background checks. Ms. Smith’s long ten-
ure as an Assistant Attorney General of New
York leading its Labor Bureau showed her to
be thorough, fair and judicious in the use of
the tools at her disposal to ensure compli-
ance with New York’s Labor Law. She care-
fully balanced the disparate issues before her
and sought resolution as opposed to prosecu-
tion, when that result would serve the best
interests of New York’s citizens. And where
blatant fraud, abuse and disregard for New
York’s Labor Law was evident, she did not
rush for headlines and photo opportunities,
but rather worked closely with appropriate
officials to build a legal case which would
withstand scrutiny and higher level appeals.

In her tenure as New York’s Commissioner
of Labor, Ms. Smith continued her vigilance
and diligence on behalf of New York’s citi-
zens, again balancing the many different
roles the Department of Labor serves in New
York State. To those not familiar with the
responsibilities of that Department, they
may not understand the challenge it can be
to manage an agency which issues unemploy-
ment benefits; must be vigilant about fraud
in that $2.5 billion unemployment system;
engages with businesses and individuals to
help put people back to work; manages a
workforce development system designed to
improve skills of our workforce; and, en-
forces rigorous minimum wage, safety and
health, and various labor standards’ stat-
utes. At times, a Commissioner is asked to
decide between what may seem to be con-
flicting goals and objectives; Ms. Smith al-
ways demonstrated to the business commu-
nity a willingness to listen, to reflect and to
respond.
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To be sure, our organization did not always
agree with the policy direction taken under
Ms. Smith’s tenure. But there are well-estab-
lished processes through which we can pur-
sue changes to policies with which we dis-
agree. What is important to note is that
under Ms. Smith’s leadership, she made an
extra effort to communicate directly with
the business community, to elicit feedback,
to provide us with a heads-up, and to balance
our comments as she framed policy and prac-
tice within her Department. Her outreach to
us and communication with us was open,
honest, candid and frequent. While some may
view her tenure as one of strict enforcement,
with little regard to practical day-to-day
business realities, our membership would
disagree, as we believe she offered an oppor-
tunity to the business community to be a
part of the solution, rather than just react-
ing to the problems.

New York’s Labor Laws date back a cen-
tury and reflect the seriousness with which
policymakers then and now feel the law
should protect workers and be responsive to
their needs. That is the statutory and regu-
latory environment within which New York
employers must operate. Where employers
engage in fraud and abuse of employees, en-
forcement of the law is a duty, not an option.
Ms. Smith has shown a clear ability to bal-
ance her duty as a public official to enforce
the law and her obligation as a public offi-
cial to ensure that the law provides for rea-
sonable application and reasonable solu-
tions.

It is those critical skills—listening, inter-
preting, and balancing—that make Ms.
Smith an ideal candidate to serve as the
United States Department of Labor’s Solic-
itor General and I would ask that the Com-
mittee move on her nomination upon its re-
turn in September.

Should any Committee members benefit
from further discussion on her nomination to
which I can contribute, please feel free to
contact me at your convenience.

Sincerely,
KENNETH ADAMS,
President and CEO.
MANUFACTURERS ASSOCIATION
OF CENTRAL NEW YORK,
Syracuse, New York, September 11, 2009.
Re nomination of M. Patricia Smith as So-
licitor General, United States Depart-
ment of Labor.

Hon. JEFF MERKLEY,
U.S. Senate, Russell Senate Office Building,
Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. MERKLEY: On behalf of MACNY,
the Manufacturers Association and its mem-
bers, I fully give my support to the nomina-
tion of Patricia Smith as Solicitor General
of the United States Department of Labor.

MACNY is a trade association representing
over 330 member companies with over 55,000
employees within a 19-county region, and we
serve and advocate for the growth and devel-
opment of the manufacturing sector of New
York State. Founded in 1913, we pride our-
selves on not only being the largest associa-
tion of manufacturers in New York, but also
one of the oldest and most widely recognized
associations in the nation.

For Central and Upstate New York to re-
tain its manufacturing base, manufacturers
must be able to compete in the global econ-
omy. Manufacturing strength is contingent
upon the quality of the region’s workforce.
Manufacturers often cite the quality of the
workforce as a key reason for business ex-
pansion and the lack of it as a reason for
closing and/or relocating. Expanding the
trained and educated manufacturing work-
force is therefore crucial to the Upstate New
York economy. As such, one of MACNY'’s
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core mission areas remains workforce devel-
opment. Training programs help manufac-
turers educate workers and remain in Cen-
tral and Upstate New York.

The Department of Labor under the leader-
ship of Commissioner Smith has been fully
supportive in our mission to enhance and im-
prove our sector’s workforce. Commissioner
Smith and her team have been informative,
helpful, and involved every step of the way,
ensuring our membership has the tools, edu-
cation and skills they need in order to suc-
ceed.

One such example is the partnership be-
tween MACNY and DOL on the successful
Shared Work Program. Since its inception,
MACNY has lent its support and continued
to promote this beneficial DOL program.
Through this unique and successful partner-
ship, over 34 member companies have uti-
lized and benefited from the Shared Work
program, including Revere Copper Products,
Endicott Interconnect and Manth Brownell,
Inc.

In another similar partnership, in May of
2009, MACNY hosted a Workforce Develop-
ment partnership meeting for the planning
of reemployment services on behalf Magna
Power train, a longtime MACNY member
and major market manufacturing employer
located in Dewitt, New York. The meeting,
in partnership with the Department of
Labor, focused on the company’s employees
and the anticipated downsizings and possible
future plant closure. Since economic and
labor pool questions are regular inquiries
from our membership, MACNY holds a vest-
ed interest in the related progress. As a re-
sult of this meeting, and with thanks to the
expertise and hard work of the Department
of Labor, MACNY remains readily available
to promote an applicant pool and highly
qualified resumes to their membership.

Commissioner Smith has also spent her
tenure advocating on the federal level for
funding in workforce development initiatives
and continued Federal workforce training
dollars, a cause that has greatly benefited
MACNY’s membership. Meeting with edi-
torial boards and local officials, New York’s
Congressional delegation, as well as Kkey
Congressional committee members and staff,
Commissioner Smith was able to draw atten-
tion to and oppose the 50% cut in New York’s
Workforce Investment Act (WIA) dollars
since 2000. In recent years, MACNY has been
grateful in securing federal funding for
workforce and training initiatives, allowing
members to receive discounted advanced
skills training as a way to keep their costs
down and advance their workforce. Without
Commissioner Smith’s tireless efforts in this
capacity, this critical program would not be
possible.

As earlier stated, for over 95 years MACNY
has been tirelessly working to ensure we
have the most up-to-date services and infor-
mation needed to allow our manufacturing
community to grow and prosper. In examples
as cited above, plus many more, our collabo-
rative partnership with the Department of
Labor allows us to learn and educate our
membership on how the state’s workforce de-
velopment programs can best help them. The
continued leadership of Commissioner Pat
Smith in such instances has been exemplary,
and our collective membership is grateful for
both her and the Department of Labor’s
years of dedication to the state’s manufac-
turing community.

It is Commissioner Smith’s dedication,
leadership, and innovative thinking that
make her an exceptional candidate for Solic-
itor for the United States Department of
Labor, and on behalf of MACNY, I fully sup-
port her nomination for this position.



February 1, 2010

If you have any other questions in this ca-
pacity, please do not hesitate to contact me.
Sincerely,
RANDY WOLKEN,
President, MACNY.
PARTNERSHIP FOR NEW YORK CITY,
New York, NY, September 1, 2009.
Hon. MICHAEL B. ENZI,
U.S. Senate, Senate Russell Office Building,
Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATOR ENZI: I am writing in sup-
port of President Obama’s nomination of M.
Patricia Smith for Solicitor General of the
United States Department of Labor.

The Partnership for New York City is an
organization whose members include many
of the nation’s most prominent business
leaders. Our mission is to work with govern-
ment, organized labor and the not-for-profit
sector to build a stronger city and state,
with a focus on education, infrastructure and
the economy.

During the past year, we have been par-
ticularly concerned about the threat that
the global financial crisis and recession have
had on the financial services industry, which
is a key source of jobs and tax revenues for
New York. Thousands of city businesses and
workers, either directly or indirectly, have
been casualties of this crisis. As New York
State Labor Commissioner, Patricia Smith
has been a strong voice and essential partner
in addressing the issues arising from this cri-
sis and helping to insure that New York re-
mains the financial capital of the country
and the world.

Ms. Smith acted decisively to mobilize
New York, Connecticut and New Jersey to
collaborate as a region with a shared inter-
est in the recovery of the financial services
industry and keeping top talent here. She led
efforts to secure a $20 million National
Emergency Grant that is currently helping
thousands who have been laid off to train for
new careers. She established a New York
BEarly Alert/Retention Team to respond to
small businesses in danger of closure, reloca-
tion, or financial crisis that would result in
mass layoffs.

She has aggressively promoted programs
that help employers retain productive work-
ers during downturns and fund employer-
sponsored worker training initiatives. She
increased employer participation in the fed-
eral Work Opportunity Tax Credit (WOTC),
which provides incentives to employers to
hire people who are hard to employ. The
Partnership strongly supports these pro-
grams, and every one of them has seen un-
precedented success in New York City under
Commissioner Smith’s leadership.

As an advocate for businesses and eco-
nomic development in New York for more
than twenty-five years, I have had the oppor-
tunity to interact with many public officials.
Ms. Smith stands out as one of the most
dedicated and effective of our state commis-
sioners and I consider her to be an excellent
choice for the post that the President has se-
lected her for.

We hope you will support her nomination
and would be happy to answer any questions
you might have about her work with the New
York business community.

Sincerely,
KATHRYN, S. WYLDE,
President & CEO.
LONG ISLAND FORUM FOR TECHNOLOGY,
August 21, 2009.
Re Nomination of M. Patricia Smith, U.S.
Department of Labor Solicitor.
Hon. MICHAEL B. ENZI,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATOR ENZzI: As the President of

the Long Island Forum for Technology I am
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writing in support of the nomination of Ms.
Patricia Smith for the position of Solicitor
General at the United States Department of
Labor.

Founded in the 1970’s, LIFT is a not-for-
profit organization whose focus is on tech-
nology-driven economic development
throughout the Long Island region. Our suc-
cess is evidenced by the recognition and re-
sponsibilities conferred on us by our partners
in the State and Federal Government includ-
ing:

LIFT serves as the U.S. Department of
Commerce Manufacturing Extension Partner
(MEP), one of nearly 350 MEP locations
across the country;

LIFT serves as the NYS Foundation for
Science, Technology and Innovation
(NYSTAR) designated Regional Technology
Development Center (RTDC) for the region;

LIFT serves as the NYS DOL Sector Inter-
mediary in the Advanced Manufacturing
Sector and on the National Governors Asso-
ciation (NGA) Sector Policy Academy.

It was in the last role that we have come
into contact and worked with NYS Depart-
ment of Labor Commissioner Smith and the
programs she sponsored on work force trans-
formation in the Manufacturing and
Healthcare sectors.

Under Commissioner Smith’s able and vi-
sionary leadership, the New York State De-
partment of Labor conceived, launched and
funded a program known as Regional Work-
force Transformation (I3N). This program
broke new ground in the connectivity be-
tween industry and education. With its in-
dustry-driven initiative structure it created
an environment for innovation, and increas-
ing skill grwoth, focused on creating Long
Island’s future workforce.

This program is now entering its 2nd year,
with over 600 individuals having gained a
wide variety of new and upgraded skills
training. This has led to the transformation
of many individual lives with the results
borne out in job placements and position up-
grades.

With a strong record of achievement and
leadership, Patricia Smith has been and out-
standing Commissioner of the NYS Depart-
ment of Labor. With her vision and her en-
ergy, we believe she will make an out-
standing addition to the U.S. Department of
Labor’s Leadership team and we urge her
earliest confirmation by the United States
Senate.

Yours truly,
C. KENNETH MORRELLY,
President.
U.S. WOMEN’S CHAMBER OF COMMERCE,
August 25, 2009.
Re Nomination of M. Patricia Smith, U.S.
Department of Labor Solicitor General.

Hon. EDWARD M. KENNEDY,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATOR KENNEDY: On behalf of the
U.S. Women’s Chamber of Commerce, our
500,000 members and the millions of women
nationwide, I am writing to send our strong
support for President Obama’s nomination of
Ms. Patricia Smith, and I urge the Com-
mittee to confirm Ms. Smith as Solicitor
General at the United States Department of
Labor. Ms. Smith has demonstrated that she
is well prepared and qualified for the posi-
tion, and will act on behalf of those who are
facing unfair labor practices.

The U.S. Women’s Chamber of Commerce
represents both working women and women
business owners. While one would think that
these two constituencies would be contradic-
tory in viewpoint, they are not.

From 1997-2006, the number of women-
owned firms grew by 42.3% largely due to
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women leaving Corporate America in droves
in search of equal pay, opportunities for pro-
motions and a family friendly work environ-
ment. What they found instead was more
barriers to opportunity. In fact, during this
same time period, the revenues for all
women-owned small businesses grew only
4.4%—representing a 38% overall decrease in
revenues.

Clearly, women found that business owner-
ship came with a whole new set of challenges
including the inability to fairly access fed-
eral contracts, capital and affordable health
care. And, most profoundly, they are faced
by the growing challenge of competing with
businesses that undercut their competitive-
ness by engaging in unfair labor practices.

Those that pay fairly and play fairly do
not fear Ms. Smith’s no-nonsense approach
to labor law enforcement. They, in fact, see
that they are being protected.

After learning of Ms. Smith’s qualifica-
tions, expertise and the laws she has worked
to uphold, I can clearly see that she is some-
one who would work with conviction to en-
force the laws of the United States of Amer-
ica. Additionally, I am impressed with her
out-of-the-box thinking in creating programs
that will keep jobs. We especially need these
attributes in this time of economic chal-
lenge.

Please accept Ms. Patricia Smith’s nomi-
nation, and confirm Ms. Smith as Solicitor
General at the United States Department of
Labor.

Sincerely,
MARGOT DORFMAN,
CEO.
SHEET METAL AND AIR CONDITIONING
CONTRACTORS’ NATIONAL ASSOCIA-
TION, INC.,
Chantilly, VA, June 22, 2009.
Hon. EDWARD M. KENNEDY, Chairman,
Hon. MICHAEL B. ENZI, Ranking Member,
Health, Education, Labor & Pensions Com-
mittee, U.S. Senate, Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATORS KENNEDY AND ENzI: I am
writing on behalf of the Sheet Metal and Air
Conditioning Contractor’s National Associa-
tion in support of Patricia Smith’s confirma-
tion as Solicitor of the Department of Labor.
As one the oldest and well respected national
trade associations with over 1800 members in
the United States and Canada, we whole-
heartedly endorse this appointment based on
her past demonstrated commitment for en-
forcement of labor laws and the rights of
workers.

In her past role as New York State’s Sec-
retary of Labor, she brought a high degree of
professionalism and equity for many of our
contractor members in New York State. Ms.
Smith was a strong advocate for protecting
workers rights and worked aggressively
against the misclassification of workers—an
all too common problem for unionized con-
tractors not only in New York State, but na-
tionwide.

SMACNA supports her appointment as the
Solicitor of the Department of Labor and
urges her immediate confirmation. We ap-
preciate your consideration.

Sincerely,
VINCENT R. SANDUSKY,
Chief Executive Officer.
PLATTSBURGH NORTH COUNTRY
CHAMBER OF COMMERCE,
Plattsburgh, NY, August 10, 2009.
Re Nomination of Patricia Smith to be DOL
Solicitor.
Hon. MICHAEL B. ENZI,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATOR ENZI: Our Chamber is the

largest business and economic development
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alliance in northern New York and one of the
five largest in our state, representing more
than 3,250 companies. I have had the pleasure
of serving as President and CEO since 1993,
having previously served as Executive As-
sistant to former Congressman Gerald Sol-
omon (R-NY 23) for fourteen years.

During my sixteen years of engagement in
business and workforce development in this
region, I have had many occasions to work
with our New York State Labor Department
in various efforts to assist employers and to
design and implement meaningful workforce
training programs. I am writing to tell you
first hand that until Patricia Smith was
named Commissioner, we enjoyed an excel-
lent working relationship with our local
State Labor Dept. officials but enjoyed little
leadership, engagement or even interest
from the Commissioner’s office.

Since she assumed leadership of the New
York State Labor Dept. in 2007, we have en-
joyed not only attention and engagement
from Patricia Smith but a genuine working
partnership.

This includes the design, funding and im-
plementation of a three-year Aerospace,
Transportation Equipment & Green Tech
Workforce Strategy for our region, our first
multifaceted approach to the creation of a
capacity in our region to attract and support
employers in these targeted sectors. The cre-
ative approach features everything from sup-
port for the start-up of Plattsburgh Aero-
nautical Institute, an FAA-certified A&P
mechanics’ school, to further development of
a new Global Supply Chain Management
school at our local university, to the launch
of new electronics and alternative energy
technology programs at our community col-
lege, and more.

And although we are just beginning the
second year of implementation under the
three-year plan, the results are already tan-
gible. Plattsburgh Aeronautical Institute is
set to fully open its doors next month, and is
already putting us in play in terms of mar-
keting the former Plattsburgh Air Force
Base for future aerospace activities. And
Volvo/Nova Bus has just opened a new plant
in our community with 300 employees for the
production of transit buses in the U.S., a
venture that would not have been feasible
without the programs she helped us get up
and running.

In these and other ways, Patricia Smith
has worked with us to give true life to the
notion of wedding economic and workforce
development. But at the same time, she has
also been a partner in serving the current
needs of our employers.

A prime example is a major workplace
safety training  program administered
through our Chamber under contract with
the State Labor Dept., bringing meaningful
safety training to hundreds of small employ-
ers who could never access it otherwise.

Even in current tough situations, in which
some of our manufacturers have needed to
reduce production, she and her team have
been there with creative solutions. This in-
cludes a Shared Work program now being
used by a major railcar assembly plant.
Rather than fully lay off a percentage of
their workers, they are using this program
to reduce their hours, with NYSDOL allow-
ing them to access unemployment insurance
benefits for the percentage of hours they are
not working while being paid by the com-
pany for the remainder. The obvious result is
a better economic interim for the employees,
and the ability for the company to hold onto
skilled employees they want to bring back to
fulltime when orders pick up.

I could cite additional examples, but the
bottom line is this. Patricia Smith has been
an outstanding partner as Commissioner of
the New York State Labor Dept., and will be
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an outstanding Solicitor for the U.S. Labor
Department. We strongly encourage her ear-
liest possible confirmation by the Senate.

Please let me know if there are any ques-
tions we might be able to answer, and thank
you for your consideration.

Sincerely,
GARRY F. DOUGLAS,
President and CEO.

Mr. HARKIN. Commissioner Smith
has a keen appreciation for the reality
that challenging economic times put
vulnerable workers even more at risk.
Under her leadership, the New York
Department of labor has ramped up en-
forcement efforts to protect workers
who are being mistreated and has lev-
eled the playing field for responsible
employers who play by the rules but
face unfair competition from the
lawbreakers.

It is another point I wish to empha-
size. By going after the lawbreakers,
what Ms. Smith has done is help level
the playing field for the responsible
employers who are not engaging in
these kinds of bad activities.

Commissioner Smith has developed
an innovative new approach to pro-
tecting workers. Her strategy—which
involves targeting problem industries
and increasing focus on low-wage and
immigrant workers—has become a
model for other States. Her fair and ef-
fective approach to enforcing the law
has won her the strong endorsement of
the New York State District Attorneys
Association.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that endorsement letter be printed
in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

DISTRICT ATTORNEYS ASSOCIATION

OF THE STATE OF NEW YORK,
September 22, 2009.
Hon. ToM HARKIN,
Chairman, Senate HELP Committee,
Washington, DC.

CHAIRMAN HARKIN: As an association of the
62 elected District Attorneys, we represent
very distinct and diverse regions of New
York, However, we are united in our efforts
to enforce the law and protect the people of
our great state. When the membership was
polled whether to support the nomination of
Commission Patricia Smith to become
United States Solicitor of Labor, District
Attorneys from across the state and party
lines enthusiastically agreed, because she
shares our commitment to law enforcement
and has shown a dedication, fairness and pro-
fessionalism that would make her a tremen-
dous asset to the Department of Labor. The
New York District Attorneys Association
strongly endorses the appointment of Com-
missioner Patricia Smith for Solicitor of
Labor.

Commissioner Smith’s thirty year record
of accomplishment proves that she is unique-
ly qualified to serve and has the experience
and expertise to serve as Solicitor of Labor.
Beyond her exemplary work as Commis-
sioner, she has served both in the New York
State Office of the Attorney General as the
Assistant Attorney General in charge of the
Labor Bureau and as the Deputy Bureau
Chief and Section Chief of the Labor Bureau.
In these positions, she conducted and
oversaw labor law litigation in both state
and federal courts. Under both Democratic
and Republican Attorney Generals, she effec-
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tively brought together management,
unions, employers and employees, to solve
disputes and ensure the effective and fair ap-
plication of labor and employment laws.

Commissioner Smith built a proactive
labor docket, enforcing labor laws with inno-
vative approaches: developing a Code of Con-
duct, partnering with advocacy groups, tar-
geting enforcement efforts on an industry-
wide basis, and focusing on low-wage and im-
migrant workers. She actively cooperated
with District Attorneys in bringing criminal
cases arising out of wage violations on public
work cases. She enhanced effectiveness of
the minimum wage law by obtaining the
first criminal felony conviction in a garment
case, the first felony indictment in a min-
imum wage case, the first criminal prosecu-
tion for failure to maintain payroll records,
and the first case brought under a joint em-
ployer theory.

Moreover, she successfully argued two Em-
ployment Retirement Income Security Act
cases before the United States Supreme
Court in 1996 and 1997. Her sound legal argu-
ments for New York State Conference of
Blue Cross & Blue Shield Plans vs. Travelers
was noted by the Office of the Attorney Gen-
eral and the legal community. As a result,
she was awarded the Louis Lefkowitz Award
for outstanding service to the State of New
York.

In addition to those cases, she has had ex-
tensive labor law experience. She has been
lead and co-counsel in over 100 cases in state
and federal court primarily in the areas of
labor standards (minimum wage, prevailing
wage, and overtime); unemployment insur-
ance, workforce development, employee ben-
efits, occupational health and safety, federal
preemption of state laws, constitutional
issues, and workers’ compensation. She has
defended the jurisdiction, procedures and de-
terminations of the Department of Labor,
the Unemployment Insurance Appeals Board,
and the Workers’ Compensation Board and
successfully defended State Ilabor laws
against claims of ERISA, NLRA and IRCA
pre-emption.

Most significant is her body of work as
Commissioner of the New York State De-
partment of Labor. After being confirmed in
2007 by the New York State Senate, Commis-
sioner Smith set about to create the Office of
Special investigations (OSI) that identifies
and prepares unemployment fraud and wage
and hour cases for criminal prosecution. This
innovative enforcement office has developed
relationships with all the District Attorneys,
educating prosecutors about criminal pros-
ecutions under the labor law and referring
“‘prosecution ready’’ cases. To date, OSI has
referred 1,735 unemployment insurance fraud
cases representing overpayments of over $77
million. These criminal referrals are increas-
ing every year with a 60% increase from last
year.

Commissioner Smith overhauled wage and
hour enforcement at the Department by
strategically targeting enforcement to ei-
ther low-wage industries such as apparel,
grocery stores, car washes and race courses,
or to poor neighborhoods, each time bringing
national attention to the plight of workers.
In 2008, the Department collected and dis-
bursed $24.6 million for 17,000 workers across
the State, resulting in a 37% increase in col-
lections from previous years and signifi-
cantly increased compliance by employers.

Commissioner Smith spearheaded the first-
of-its kind Joint Enforcement Task Force on
Worker Misclassification that brought to-
gether various state and federal agencies to
focus on misclassification of workers as
independent contractors and off the book
work, which result in tax violations, work-
ers’ compensation fraud, and unreported
wages and unemployment taxes. To date, the
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Task Force has identified over 25,100 in-
stances of employee misclassification and
over $292 million in unreported wages. Many
of these investigations uncovered criminal
violations, and the Office of Special Inves-
tigations worked with District Attorneys
throughout the state to ensure that corrupt
business practices were prosecuted. Three of
these cases resulted in criminal convictions.
Several more are currently under investiga-
tion by prosecutors. Many states are now fol-
lowing New York’s lead and creating task
forces to tackle this national problem.

It is for these reasons, the District Attor-
neys Association of the State of New York
strongly endorses the nomination of M. Pa-
tricia Smith as the United States Solicitor
of Labor.

KATHLEEN B. HOGAN,
DAASNY President.

Mr. HARKIN. Under her leadership,
New York State has strategically tar-
geted enforcement efforts among low-
wage employers, such as apparel manu-
facturers, grocery stores, and car wash-
es. This has resulted in a record recov-
ery of unpaid wages that were stolen
from workers’ pockets. In 2008 alone,
17,000 workers across the State of New
York received more than $24.6 million
in back wages thanks to these enforce-
ment actions.

There are real faces and real families
behind these numbers. They include 170
janitors on Long Island who were being
paid less than $100 a week, despite
working 12-hour days, and garment
workers in Queens, working in sweat-
shop conditions for $3 less than the
minimum wage.

Patricia Smith led the New York
Labor Department to investigate min-
imum wage and overtime violations at
the Jin Shun factory in Queens, NY.
Employees were paid $250 for working a
66-hour work week. That is $3.79 an
hour, far below the minimum wage.
Well, that investigation revealed $5.3
million in wage violations in one of the
worst sweatshops in the TUnited
States—$5.3 million.

Another one that came in is New
York State Labor Commissioner Patri-
cia Smith revealed illegal practices at
a Long Island cleaning service. Again, I
referred to this. The employees worked
12 hours a day, 60 hours a week, bring-
ing home less than $100 a week, and 170
workers were paid far less than they
actually earned. The illegal deductions
amounted to $238,581.

Again, this is what Patricia Smith
has done. These are real people whose
hard lives—and they have hard lives
anyway—were made a little bit easier
because Patricia Smith went to bat for
them and that made a difference.

In light of Commissioner Smith’s
very impressive record, I had hoped all
of my colleagues would agree that she
will be a tremendous asset to the De-
partment of Labor and that she de-
serves to be confirmed as quickly as
possible. Unfortunately, some of my
colleagues on the other side of the aisle
have raised concerns about Commis-
sioner Smith’s nomination. These were
brought up last year in our committee,
and these concerns are focused on a
program at the New York Department
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of Liabor called Wage and Hour Watch.
This was a small pilot project which al-
lowed the department to partner with
worker advocates, community organi-
zations, and others, to educate workers
about their rights, such as: You do
have the right to the minimum wage.
You do have the right to overtime pay.
Frankly, that sounds like a pretty
good idea to me.

I think it is clear from what I have
just pointed out there are far too many
violations of our labor laws, especially
among low-income workers. That is
where it hits—low-income workers,
minimum-wage workers and others
such as that. I think the more edu-
cation people such as that can have
about their rights, about what the law
is, the better off we all are.

Some of my Republican colleagues do
not agree with New York’s approach.
Well, that is an issue we can certainly
debate, if you like. But beyond these
policy concerns, my colleagues have
also suggested that Commissioner
Smith’s statements about this program
raised questions about her integrity
and her management skills. Some have
gone so far to suggest that she is not
qualified for this position or that she
has not been truthful with Senators.

These are very serious accusations
against a sitting, dedicated public serv-
ant. I take them very seriously. I took
them very seriously last year. So I
asked my staff to get me all of the doc-
uments. We investigated this from the
beginning to the end with every rel-
evant document. I spoke personally
with Commissioner Smith and walked
through this whole thing with her from
beginning to end. After doing all of
that, I can say with complete con-
fidence that concerns expressed by my
Republican friends are totally mis-
placed.

Did Commissioner Smith misspeak
on two occasions at her hearing? Yes,
and we talked about that with Com-
missioner Smith. She admitted that.
First she said she hadn’t had any ‘‘con-
versations’ about expanding the Wage
and Hour Watch program. Well, I went
back and looked at the record and the
kinds of questions that were asked.
Quite frankly, you know, when you are
asking questions and you have a wit-
ness on the stand, maybe what they
hear is not what you ask. That happens
all the time. As a Senator, sometimes
I ask a question of a witness and they
give me an answer and I think, they
didn’t even hear my question. That
happens all the time, so you have to re-
peat it. She was asked this question in
which she basically said she had not
had any conversation. When she looked
at the record, she clearly—and then re-
peatedly explained afterward in writing
that she intended to say she had not
authorized the expansion. There was no
authorized expansion. There was a
pilot program. After the pilot program
they were then going to look at the re-
sults and think about what they want-
ed to do next. In fact, that is what is
happening right now. The pilot pro-
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gram has ended and is being assessed at
this point in time. Again, Commis-
sioner Smith clarified this response on
this issue in writing to the committee.

Commissioner Smith also testified at
the hearing that the idea for the Wage
and Hour program came from the New
York Department of Labor, the depart-
ment she oversees. Again, going back
through the record and talking with
Ms. Smith, it is clear her testimony
was correct to the best of her knowl-
edge at that time. What she later found
out is that one of her deputies had con-
sulted with an outside group in the
early stages of the program. Commis-
sioner Smith was not aware of this fact
at the time of her testimony. She sub-
sequently corrected her testimony
after she had learned about the prior
communications by her staff with an
outside group.

Commissioner Smith’s explanations
are completely consistent with the doc-
uments the HELP Committee has. In
my view, that should be the end of it.
She made innocent errors, she cor-
rected them, and there is absolutely no
evidence of any underlying wrongdoing
or any intention to mislead our com-
mittee. I will come back to this point
again and again and again in the ensu-
ing discussion, if there is one; however
long it takes, I will come back to this
point, and that is this: No one is alleg-
ing that the Wage and Hour pilot pro-
gram was illegal or unethical or in any
way nefarious. It was perfectly legal,
perfectly ethical, aboveboard. It was
documented. There were pieces of
paper and stuff. It was all out in the
open. No one is alleging that. So if Ms.
Smith made an incorrect statement,
she wasn’t trying to cover up some
wrongdoing; she wasn’t trying to cover
up something that was being done that
was sort of under the table.

This was perfectly legal. So why
would you want to cover up? Why
would you want to either mislead the
committee or cover up something
which was perfectly legal, perfectly
open, perfectly aboveboard? I think
what those who have kind of accused
her of misleading the committee are
trying to do is to cloak it as though
there was something wrong with this,
that there was something she was hid-
ing. There was nothing to be hidden.
Again, I will put in the RECORD the
documentation that when people went
through this training program for the
Wage and Hour Watch, they got a nice
little piece of paper and they got a lit-
tle badge, a little card. There was noth-
ing under the table about this whatso-
ever.

So when you hear things such as she
misled the committee, keep in mind,
she didn’t mislead them about any-
thing at all; she incorrectly made a
couple of statements which she then
corrected in writing. But there was
nothing illegal or unethical about what
she was testifying about, so there was
nothing to mislead the committee
about. These were simply innocent
mistakes.
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My Republican colleagues have ar-
gued that Commissioner Smith’s
misstatements are a problem because
they were based now on misinforma-
tion from her staff and thus reflects on
her ability to manage a large organiza-
tion. Again, let’s look at it this way:
We are all busy public officials. As Sen-
ators we have large staffs here and we
have them in our State. We try to keep
everything going, but every once in a
while someone makes a mistake, or
someone does something. And we dele-
gate. We delegate to our Chiefs of
Staff. As committees, we delegate to
our staffs to do certain things. Let’s
put this in perspective as it pertains to
Commissioner Smith. She runs an $11
billion—billion with a ‘“‘b’—agency in
the State of New York with over 4,000
staff. How big was this Wage and Hour
Watch? A $6,000 pilot project out of an
$11 billion budget. I have to tell my
colleagues—Ilet’s be honest about it. We
all deal with our staffs, we deal with
our budgets. This would be like some-
thing worth maybe $5 or $10 in our
budget. Do I pay attention to it? I
would ask my staff to take a look at it,
but me, personally? I can’t. We don’t
have the time to do that. That is why
we have our staffs to do that. So for
her not to have known intimately
every little detail of a $6,000 pilot
project—a pilot project—well, to me,
that makes sense.

In the meantime, while they were
doing this, she is out there going after
all of these people whom I mentioned
here getting back wages for people who
were cheated out of overtime, who were
being paid less than the minimum
wage. That is where her focus was:
helping families get their due rec-
ompense from their work. This was all
during, as we know, an unprecedented
economic crisis. So we have to Kkeep
that in focus.

It seems to me that the real concern
of Ms. Smith’s critics with the Wage
and Hour Watch program is that it was
an innovative approach to enforcing
the law. Historically, it has been very
difficult to protect the rights of work-
ers in low-wage industries because they
are so vulnerable to abuse, and they
are often afraid to approach the gov-
ernment for help. They can be fired for
nothing. They can be dismissed. These
are low-income workers or minimum
wage, or barely above minimum wage.
So calling on community groups, reli-
gious groups, and others to play a role
in reaching out and bridging this gap I
think is an important idea. Quite
frankly, I think it merits further con-
sideration.

It is important to understand how
this pilot project worked in practice.
Participants did not have any special
authority or any enforcement power.
They could not come onto private prop-
erty without permission. They could
not interfere with business operations.
These were ordinary citizens who vol-
unteered—volunteered—to distribute
flyers, to sit at information booths,
educate workers about their rights
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under the law. This program was not
by any stretch of the imagination rad-
ical. It is simply a way to ensure that
our working people are not unknow-
ingly victimized by reaching out to the
community. For many of these people
English is a second language. They
may be new immigrants to this coun-
try. They have their green cards or
maybe they are now citizens, but they
are at the bottom of the ladder and
they don’t know all the laws. They
don’t understand all the intricacies. It
would be I think logical to reach into
that community, whether it is a His-
panic community, a Latino commu-
nity, it could be Somalians who are
here or it could be some who have come
here from Bosnia, some Asian immi-
grants who come here from Vietnam or
from Cambodia, all of these people who
have come into this country to work
hard and to raise their families here
and contribute to our American soci-
ety. They are at the bottom. It seems
logical to me that you would go to that
community, people in the community
who speak the language, who under-
stand the customs, who are intimately
knowledgeable of many of these fami-
lies, to work with them to let them
know what their rights are. Surely no
one is going to come here to the floor
and argue these people should be kept
in the dark about what their rights are.
Again, this was on a volunteer basis.

I applaud Commissioner Smith for
having this type of program. It is the
kind of innovative thinking we need to
protect the most vulnerable workers
during these very tough economic
times.

It is my knowledge, my information,
that this pilot program has ended and
is now being assessed to see if it needs
to be changed or fixed, what needs to
be done, and do they need to expand it
even more. Those decisions are being
made by the State of New York right
now.

There are so many things we need to
be doing to build a brighter future for
working families: fostering new indus-
tries, investing in our communities,
building skills, shoring up the safety
net, but too often we neglect to men-
tion the importance of simply enforc-
ing our laws. That is all we are talking
about. We are not talking about doing
anything other than that. When the
law says you have to pay the minimum
wage, you ought to be paying the min-
imum wage, not less. When the law
says you should pay time and a half
over 40 hours, you should pay time and
a half over 40 hours, not less than that.
This should not be a matter for con-
troversy or any partisanship. Fair
treatment is the foundation of real se-
curity and opportunity for American
workers, and ensuring this fair treat-
ment starts with a strong Solicitor of
Labor.

Patricia Smith is a seasoned, dedi-
cated public servant with an excep-
tional record of achievement and unim-
peachable integrity—unimpeachable
integrity. Her nomination should be
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confirmed by the Senate as quickly as
possible so she can get to work helping
working families to succeed during
these very tough economic times.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Alaska is rec-
ognized.

Ms. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent to speak as in
morning business for up to 5 minutes.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

REMEMBERING DR. WILLIAM G. DEMMERT

Ms. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, I
rise today to honor Dr. William G.
Demmert, known by many as
Kaagoowu (a man with the strength of
a stump) of the Tlingit ‘“‘Naasteidi”
Eagle clan—a pioneer in the cause of
improving Indian education and the
Nation’s leading researcher on Native
language immersion and culturally
based education.

I am saddened to report that Dr.
Demmert, an invaluable pioneer in the
cause of justice for Indian education,
died January 19, 2010, in Bellingham,
WA, at the age of 75.

He was a man beloved by indigenous
peoples of Alaska, the Southwest, the
Arctic nations, and New Zealand—espe-
cially the Tlingit and Lakota, by Ha-
waiians, and by Maoris. He will be sore-
ly missed. In particular, I would note
that we in Alaska honored and cher-
ished Kaagoowu. Residents of south-
east Alaska say of his departure that
he “Walked into the Forest,” but his
spirit and memory live on. He was tied
to the lands of Alaska as a fisher and
gatherer; he studied and recorded the
landscapes of ancestors as a scholar
and as clan member. He served Alaska
as superintendent, principal, and
teacher for Klawock City School; a
teacher in Fairbanks; a professor of
education at the University of Alaska
Southeast; as a Commissioner of Edu-
cation for the State of Alaska; and as
a trustee of the Sealaska Heritage In-
stitute. Throughout his life, he united
Alaskans with the Lakota and, through
his work strengthened our bonds with
Indian tribes across the Nation and
with other indigenous Peoples through-
out the Arctic and South Seas. He con-
tributed to the Nation by ensuring that
the richness of our cultural and lin-
guistic diversity survived in the
schools and in our daily lives.

Throughout his professional life, Dr.
William Demmert championed three
important education issues: 1) early
learning and preschool programs; 2)
meeting the educational needs of at-
risk youth; and 3) improving the aca-
demic performance of American Indian,
Native Hawaiian, and Alaska Native
children.

The focus of Dr. Demmert’s research
was the education of American Indian,
Alaska Native, and Native Hawaiian
students. His work was invaluable in
the exploration of educational pro-
grams and schools serving Native com-
munities, helping educators and policy
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makers to better understand the role of
traditional knowledge in instructional
practice, and assessing what works in
providing a school environment that
values academic performance, citizen-
ship, and the traditional ways for In-
dian children. His research on Native
language immersion education has
proven unequivocally that heritage
language acquisition strengthens crit-
ical thinking, college preparedness,
and overall academic success.

Dr. Demmert was born in Klawock,
AK, to William and Florence (Allman)
Demmert. He was of Tlingit and Oglala
Lakota heritage and a member of the
Demmert family of southeast Alaska,
many of whom made important and
positive contributions to their commu-
nities and to Alaska at large through
their work as teachers, education re-
searchers, and leaders. ‘‘Dr. Bill,” as he
was known by many in southeast Alas-
ka, lived up to his heritage and his an-
cestors’ examples.

Bill’s experiences growing up within
the Alaska education systems in the
1940s and early 1950s ran the gamut of
the kind of educational opportunities
available to young Alaska Native peo-
ple at that time. He attended a BIA
school, a territorial school, and board-
ing schools both in and out of State.
These experiences, and the support he
received from his extended family,
stayed with him and informed his view
of Indian education.

Bill was not one of those ivory tower
academics with no roots in the real
world. After earning his bachelor’s and
master’s degrees and teaching in Wash-
ington State, Bill returned to Alaska,
teaching in Fairbanks, Craig, and
Klawock, where he also served as both
principal and superintendent. He spent
the 1960s learning how to educate from
the ground up.

In 1969, he and few friends attending
a conference on Indian education de-
cided to form a new group, one they
thought would represent the unique
needs of Indian educators, students,
and communities. The group they
formed was the National Indian Edu-
cation Association. The NIEA has be-
come, since that initial conversation
over coffee, a powerful voice for Indian
students and educators across the
country.

Soon after, Bill was asked to work
with Senators Kennedy and Mondale to
help write the Indian Education Act of
1972, legislation that was intended to
respond to the U.S. Senate’s report,
“Indian Education: A National Trag-
edy, A National Challenge.” Today, we
know the Indian Education Act as title
VII of the Elementary and Secondary
Education Act. Thousands of Indian
educators and countless children and
parents have found a voice and bene-
fited from programs created by Bill’s
work to create solutions to the tragic
shortcomings in Indian education.

In 1973, having earned his doctorate
in education from the Harvard Grad-
uate School of Education, Bill returned
to the world of public policy, working
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for the U.S. Department of Health,
Education, and Welfare as Deputy
Commissioner of Education for the
U.S. Office of Indian Education and as
Director of the Office of Indian Edu-
cation Programs at the Bureau of In-
dian Affairs.

After 5 years with the Federal Gov-
ernment, Bill returned to academia at
the University of Alaska Southeast and
finished the 1980s as Commissioner of
Education for the State of Alaska. As
Commissioner from 1986 through 1990,
Dr. Demmert is credited with ‘‘chang-
ing the conversation’ on education.
Today, many of the issues he cham-
pioned have become mainstream in
Alaska education.

In 1991, after Dr. Demmert left office
as Commissioner, President George H.
W. Bush named him and former U.S.
Secretary of Education Terrell H. Bell
cochairmen of the prestigious Indian
Nations at Risk Task Force, which
issued an influential report to the
President and Congress entitled, ‘‘In-
dian Nations at Risk: An Educational
Strategy for Action.” A principal writ-
er of the report, this effort gave Bill
the opportunity to assess nearly 20
years of work and progress in the edu-
cation of Native American children.
Among other elements, the report pub-
lished an Indian Student Bill of Rights.
It reads:

The Indian Nations at Risk Task Force be-
lieves that every American Indian and Alas-
ka Native student is entitled to:

A safe and psychologically comfortable en-
vironment in school.

A linguistic and cultural environment in
school that offers students opportunities to
maintain and develop a firm knowledge base.

An intellectually challenging program in
school that meets community as well as in-
dividual academic needs.

A stimulating early childhood educational
environment that is linguistically, cul-
turally, and developmentally appropriate.

Equity in school programs, facilities, and
finances across Native communities, and in
schools run by the federal government and
public schools in general.

In writing and speaking about this
report, he reflected upon his grand-
parents’, his parents’, and his own edu-
cation in BIA schools, whose mission it
was to assimilate Natives into the
“American way of life and culture.’”” He
felt blessed that his grandfather and
parents were fluent in both Tlingit and
English, and that they encouraged him
to be so as well. He reflected with sad-
ness that so many young people he
knew were fluent in neither. He ex-
pressed concern that over the course of
his life, too many young people were
educated in schools that reflected no
respect for their language and culture,
and was surprised that he survived
this.

Dr. Demmert spent the remaining
years of his life researching and teach-
ing at Western Washington University.
Before retiring in 2008, he served as a
principal investigator, in partnership
with Northwest Regional Educational
Laboratory and other major partners
from Arizona to Hawaii working to de-
velop and test assessments in schools
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using Native language immersion and
culturally based instruction.

Not only recognized as an expert in
indigenous education here in the
United States, Dr. Demmert leant his
expertise to education policymakers
and practitioners of many nations,
serving as cochair of a coalition of the
Ministers of Education of northern na-
tions, including Norway, Sweden, Fin-
land, Greenland, the Russian Federa-
tion, Nunavut Territory, Northern Que-
bec, and the Yukon Territory.

Recognized for his long experience
and vast expertise in Native education,
particularly with regard to Native lan-
guage instruction, Dr. Demmert was
called to testify in 2000 before the Sen-
ate Indian Affairs Committee in sup-
port of the Native American Languages
Act Amendments Act. Bill celebrated
the fact that ‘“‘Native language, the
traditional morés and cultural prior-
ities, the importance of tribal identity
and lineage have all become higher pri-
orities as we build a contemporary cul-
ture and context of the school that
supports Native students’ identities.”
That bill passed the U.S. Senate by
unanimous consent.

In addition to his professional accom-
plishments, Dr. Demmert was a good
man. He had a great ability to put peo-
ple at ease. He understood his role as
mentor, and built bridges between aca-
demia, policymakers, and everyday
people. He was a teacher of teachers,
and a leader of leaders.

Dr. William G. Demmert was respon-
sible for great strides in Indian edu-
cation, and had great hopes for its fu-
ture. Now, as we celebrate a life well
lived and his innumerable contribu-
tions to the education of Indian chil-
dren, we must all rededicate ourselves
to ensuring that every child among our
first peoples has the opportunity to
learn in an atmosphere of respect
where his language, culture, and his-
tory are taught and celebrated, and
where every Indian child can achieve
his or her highest aspirations. We must
ensure that his legacy—the Indian Edu-
cation Act and indigenous language
education as a means to preserving the
sacred languages of our first peoples—
is kept vibrant and meaningful for the
future.

Bill Demmert, Kaagoowu, is survived
by his wife of 42 years, Nora Demmert;
sons William and Philip; daughters
Nora and Melanie; brothers Lee and
Ted; his sister, Justna; five grand-
children, two great-grandchildren, and
a multitude of other relatives.

On behalf of the U.S. Senate, I am
proud to recognize and thank Dr. Wil-
liam G. Demmert for his long years of
service. I extend my condolences and
sincere sympathy on his passing to his
family, friends, colleagues, and stu-
dents.

I ask unanimous consent that the at-
tached poem and resolution written in
tribute to Dr. Demmert from the Na-
tive people of Hawai‘i be printed at the
end of my statement in the RECORD.
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There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

KA MAKUA BILL DEMMERT
(By Professor Larry L. Kimura)

For you is our aloha and highest regard, Bill
Demmert,

A close friend, a teacher and a champion of
Native peoples.

You worked for laws to secure the wellbeing
of our Nations,

Providing direction from the essence of our
ancestors for a vibrant education.

You are with us, the progeny, the advocates
for the language of our homeland,

For you are a soaring hawk on a tranquil day
in the clear sky over these islands,
Coming to settle upon a branch of that ven-

erable ‘Ohi‘a tree of mountains.
Your memory and good deeds shall live on in
our hearts.

Nou ko makou aloha e ka makua Bill
Demmert,

He makamaka, he kumu a he me‘e nui o na
‘oiwi.

Nau i huli na kanawai e pa‘a ai ka pono o na
lahui,

I mau na wehiwa kupuna ke ka‘i o ka
na‘auao ola.

Me makou ‘oe, na pua, na lehua pai ‘clehalo
o ka ‘aina,

He ‘io kikaha o ka 14 malie i ka la‘i o na Kai
‘Ewalu,

A kau mai i ka la‘au he ‘0hi‘a kimakua o ka
mauna.

E pulama me ka ho‘omana‘o mau ‘ia na pono
au.

Adopted on January 22, 2010 by the Senate
of Ka Haka ‘Ula O Ke‘elinolani College of Ha-
waiian Language, University of Hawai‘i at
Hilo to be included with its resolution in
memory of Dr. William Demmert.

FOR DR. WILLIAM G DEMMERT JR./UNUHI ‘IA

NA KALIKO (v1.1)

Acting together as a Committee of Aloha,
we, its undersigned members, do herewith
extend to you our aloha and with heartfelt
sorrow express our collective grief at the an-
nouncement of loss that has so recently
reached us and informed us that the Wise
Tlingit, Oglala Sioux Warrior, the mortal,
Dr. William G. Demmert Jr., has fallen unto
his carefree sleep as his last breath left him,
and has departed to travel on that lonely
path from which one does never return. That
same grief has affected all of Hilo’s Hawaiian
language consortium partners, who now
stand together shouldering this burden of
sadness.

Whereas the aforementioned Dr. Demmert
was a native of that same land where his
Tlingit ancestors’ piko, or umbilical cords,
lie secreted away in the birthsands of
Klawock, the place known well for the run-
ning salmon, a fish so favored by Hawaiians;
and whereas he was an esteemed descendent
of the nation from which came the two great
logs that are now at sea as the robust hulls
of the canoe Hawai‘illoa; and

Whereas the aforementioned Dr. Demmert
was, even in his early years, and following in
his father’s footsteps, a child thirsty for
knowledge, always keen to drink heartily
from the many rippling tributaries of in-
struction until he in the fullness of time be-
came one of those in the first group of Na-
tive American students to graduate with a
doctorate degree from Harvard University in
1973; and

Whereas the aforementioned Dr. Demmert
was one of the founding members of the asso-
ciation put together to fight for the edu-
cation of Native Americans, the National In-
dian Education Association, in 1970; and

Whereas the aforementioned Dr. Demmert
became a friend to the Hawaiian people in
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the year 1993, for his efforts to improve the
status of the many native languages of the
United States including the Hawaiian lan-
guage; and

Whereas the aforementioned Dr. Demmert
was both an advisor and confident for us as
we continued to work through the multitude
of tasks involved in the revival of the Hawai-
ian language; including here his role as a co-
defender of the plans and resources of the
‘Aha Punana Leo; his role as a co-architect
of the foundational P-20 framework upon
which the Hawaiian language college, Ka
Haka ‘Ula o Ke‘elikolani, was built—his
hands digging in the very same soil as did
our own—; and as co-investigator as we ex-
amined ways to improve the abilities and the
standing of our young Hawaiian language
speakers at Nawahlokalani‘Opu‘u Hawaiian
Language Immersion School;

Therefore upon taking all of this into con-
sideration, we resolve that we are united
with you, we as Hawaiian language friends
and families of the ‘Aha Punana Leo, Ka
Haka ‘Ula o Ke‘elikolani, and Ke Kula ‘o
Nawahiokalani‘opu‘u, now and together
alongside you as we enter this place of sad-
ness at the loss of the man whom we now
praise to the highest.

Furthermore, we have resolved that we
shall be standing as you do in spirit and in
prayer, packed shoulder to shoulder against
each other, coming from all corners of our
land, in order to best send our dearly de-
parted friend to meet the Holy Trinity in the
heavens.

We have also together resolved that our
loving embraces will encircle and warm the
bereaved family which has experienced such
loss at the recent departure this beloved man
took as the start of his infinite journey.

And finally, we resolve that our prayers,
wishes, and blessings shall go hand in hand
with those of the Episcopal Church in Bel-
lingham on the 25th of January, and so too
with the Tlingit of Craig, Alaska, in their
February ceremonies: that the man may re-
turn to the land of his birth and ancestors;
that his hair may once again be blown by the
soft breezes of that area; that he may once
again inhale the fresh cool fragrances so
yearned for and held in fond memory; and
that he may heed the distant call of his an-
cestors to return to be with them in the
peaceful calm of love’s warm embrace.

. . . life appears as does a whisp of steam, but
is so quickly dissipated . . .

With love and aloha everlasting, those of
the Fellowship of Hilo, Hawai‘i Island of the
Verdant Green Back.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The minority leader is recog-
nized.

THE BUDGET

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, this
morning, we received the administra-
tion’s budget for the next fiscal year.
While there are plenty of issues raised
by this budget, the fundamentals are
clear: this budget is more of the same—
more spending, more taxes and more
debt.

I think everyone can agree that last
yvear’s budget spent too much. With the
trillion-dollar stimulus bill and mas-
sive increases in optional spending, the
administration and Democrats in Con-
gress simply spent too much and took
us into record territory. But the ad-
ministration assured us that it was an
anomaly—that we just needed to get
through the year and then we would
get serious about our spending in 2010.
Fiscal hawks on the other side of the
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aisle told us the same thing every time
we raised the issue.

But now they have produced yet an-
other massive budget filled with even
more spending than last year’s record
totals. The President proposes to in-
crease spending by another $100 bil-
lion—despite having already increased
the size of the Federal Government to
unprecedented levels. Even though the
administration claimed that the cur-
rent funding was unique due to the eco-
nomic crisis, they show no sign of slow-
ing spending.

And while spending is going up, taxes
are going up even faster. Taxes on
Americans will increase by over $400
billion—nearly 20 percent—next year
alone, with no improvement in sight.
Does anyone truly believe this is a
good time to raise taxes on job creators
or anyone else?

This budget provides a startling fig-
ure that should stop us all in our
tracks. According to the administra-
tion’s budget, the interest on the Fed-
eral debt is expected to be nearly $6
trillion over the next decade. We have
all heard about interest-only loans, but
this is the equivalent of an average of
$600 billion in interest every year. That
is an astonishing number.

In fact, in just 4 years the adminis-
tration predicts the Government will
have to spend more just to pay interest
on the Federal debt than it spends on
the Departments of Agriculture, Com-
merce, Education, Energy, Health and
Human Services, HUD, Interior, Jus-
tice, Labor, State, Treasury, and the
Corps of Engineers, Environmental
Protection Agency, GSA, NASA, Na-
tional Science Foundation, Small Busi-
ness Administration and the Social Se-
curity Administration—combined.

In just 4 years, the interest the gov-
ernment will have to pay on our Fed-
eral debt will be more than it spends on
the Departments of Agriculture, Com-
merce, Education, Energy, Health and
Human Services, HUD, Interior, Jus-
tice, Labor, State, Treasury, and the
Corps of Engineers, EPA, GSA, NSA,
National Science Foundation, Small
Business Administration, and the So-
cial Security Administration—com-
bined.

The Senate will have an opportunity
to write a new budget this year. Our
leader on this issue, Senator GREGG,
will have much more to say on the
matter as we work to do what so many
Americans are doing, and that is to get
our budget in order. And I will have
much more to say on the individual
pieces of this blueprint, including the
administration’s priorities on our na-
tional and homeland security. But now
it is crystal clear that this budget is
more spending, more taxes, and more
debt—more spending, more taxes, more
debt. Anyone listening to the American
people knows this is not what they sup-
port, it is not what our country needs,
and it is not the way to grow good jobs.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Minnesota.
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Mr. FRANKEN. Mr. President, I rise
today to urge my colleagues to support
the nomination of Patricia Smith to be
Solicitor of Labor. Ms. Smith is a well
qualified, might I say exemplary,
nominee and I enthusiastically support
her confirmation.

Most recently, Ms. Smith served ef-
fectively as New York’s commissioner
of labor, frequently bringing business
leaders, workers groups, and govern-
ment officials together at the table.
She has earned the support of business
groups in her State through her will-
ingness to engage in an ongoing work-
ing partnership. She has earned the
support of labor groups in her State by
upholding and enforcing New York’s
labor and workplace laws.

Ms. Smith not only has support from
labor and business but bipartisan sup-
port as well. The entire New York con-
gressional delegation signed a letter
endorsing her nomination. She has
worked under both Democratic and Re-
publican administrations during her
long tenure in public service. Repub-
licans and Democrats alike acknowl-
edge her willingness to engage both
sides of the aisle and to do so effec-
tively.

Most important to her position at
the department of labor is her strong
track record of protecting workers. She
has demonstrated that all workers, re-
gardless of wage, occupation, or gen-
der, deserve the fullest protection of
New York’s labor laws. As commis-
sioner of labor there, she targeted en-
forcement toward the industries and
geographic areas most susceptible to
abuse and managed to increase compli-
ance among employers and raise aware-
ness about recurring workplace prob-
lems. For example, Ms. Smith has led
New York’s Department of Labor in
shutting down exploitative sweatshops.
Last year, her department’s investiga-
tion turned up an instance where
sweatshop operators were requiring
employees to fraudulently use two sets
of timecards, thereby avoiding paying
overtime. Workers were often required
to work 80 hours a week, often working
7 days a week, and then were coached
to lie to labor department investiga-
tors. These employers who ignore
workplace laws cheat taxpayers out of
money. The taxpayers are forced to
make up the difference when taxes on
overtime wages are not paid, not to
mention that this treatment of work-
ers is both illegal and immoral. Ms.
Smith worked to fix these problems.

Based on her exemplary work, Ms.
Smith has won support from countless
civil rights groups, including the Na-
tional Conference on Civil Rights, the
National Women’s Law Center, the
American Association of University
Women, and the Business and Profes-
sional Women’s Foundation.

Unfortunately, there are some who
have been trying to delay Ms. Smith’s
confirmation. Further delay is detri-
mental to America’s workers. The De-
partment of Labor has been deprived of
a critical member of its leadership
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team. We should see that it is filled as
soon as possible. The Solicitor of Labor
leads an office of over 600 people who
work to enforce 200 of our Nation’s
labor laws. The Solicitor also sets long-
term planning strategy, participates in
shaping legislative policy, and inter-
prets legislative language. These are
all essential elements to the full func-
tioning of our Department of Labor.
Delaying her confirmation is a dis-
service to the American workforce.

For these reasons, I urge all of my
colleagues to support the nomination
of Patricia Smith to be Solicitor of
Labor.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
KAUFMAN). The clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

Mr. ISAKSON. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. ISAKSON. Is the current busi-
ness the nomination of Patricia Smith?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Smith nomination is before the Senate.

Mr. ISAKSON. Mr. President, I reluc-
tantly rise to oppose moving forward
with the nomination of Patricia Smith.
I do not do so easily nor happily be-
cause I believe the President of the
United States has the right to make
appointments, and I think within rea-
son those appointments should be con-
firmed. The question before the Senate,
with this nomination, is not whether
wage and hour laws should be enforced.
They should be.

The question is not whether Ms.
Smith has done a good job in New York
State because Republicans and Demo-
crats said she has. The question is
whether the Senate will tolerate a
nominee intentionally misleading a
standing committee of this body. My
guess 1is the Democratic majority
would not have stood for that under
the previous administration, and we
should not today.

Unfortunately, Ms. Smith has been
consistently evasive in response to nu-
merous questions from members of the
committee, specifically with regard to
a program called Wage Watch, which
deputized private activist groups to in-
spect small businesses to look for and
seek to find wage and hour law viola-
tions.

For 5 years I have served as the sen-
ior Republican on the Employment and
Workplace Safety Subcommittee that
maintains the oversight responsibil-
ities over the Department of Labor. I
am a vigilant, longtime supporter for
fair and fully enforced wage-and-hour
laws.

The program in question, Wage
Watch, is a program that empowered
pro-union special interests to enforce
the myriad of labor laws that cover
small employers. This approach is sim-
ply inappropriate. It can at worst be
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entrapment and at best an improper at-
tempt to enforce the law. One can
imagine the outcry if the Minutemen
who patrolled on their own on our bor-
der to the south had somehow been
deputized by our immigration depart-
ment under the last administration.
There would have been outrage, and
there should have been.

The ‘“‘Wage Watch’ program specifi-
cally targeted small- and medium-size
businesses. In discussing the success of
the program, Ms. Smith bragged that
one business was closed as a result of
this program, telling the New York
Times that she had ‘‘made the deter-
mination that it would be better for
workers to lose their jobs than to con-
tinue working there.”

Ms. Smith stated the program would
not be used for union organization;
however documents obtained by the
HELP Committee from the New York
State Labor Department and a union
newsletter show plans specifically to
use the program for union organizing
throughout New York.

Worse than the program itself was
Ms. Smith’s refusal to provide the com-
mittee with accurate and complete in-
formation about the program. In April
of 2009 I wrote to Ms. Smith to ask if
she foresaw ‘‘the possibility of insti-
tuting similar efforts on a mnational
level.” On May 12 she replied in writing
that she had ‘‘not considered or advo-
cated expanding it across New York to
other parts of the country, to the Fed-
eral level or to other laws.” However,
documents procured by the HELP Com-
mittee revealed that Ms. Smith wrote
in January 2009, 4 months before the
letter I just mentioned, that she would
like to double the number of organizers
involved, ‘‘while laying the foundation
to expand the program to various parts
of Long Island and upstate New York.”

She continued:

We’re creating a movement here, and the
more the merrier.

Clearly she had both considered and
advocated expansion of the program,
thus her statement to me was inac-
curate. Her deceit on this issue forced
me to write the President on Sep-
tember 10, 2009, and request that Ms.
Smith withdraw her name. I asked the
President that a new nominee, one who
would both look out for the interests of
workers and be honest with the Con-
gress, be nominated.

We now see a similar program like
Wage Watch, now called We Can Help,
developing in the U.S. Department of
Labor. In fact, one of the pro-union
special interest groups Ms. Smith depu-
tized to implement her New York pro-
gram, the so-called National Employ-
ment Law Project, has been chosen by
Secretary Solis to assist in the enforce-
ment of Federal workplace laws.

On a personal note, I ran a business
for 22 years, and it was a small busi-
ness. I employed golf course super-
intendent workers, I had independent
contractors who were vreal estate
agents, I did a lot of construction
where we were subject to the Ameri-
cans with Disabilities Act. We were
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subject to all types of labor laws. I vig-
orously made sure that whatever the
case might be, we worked hard to see
to it we obeyed not only the letter of
the law but the spirit of the law.

But I, too, in my experience, from
time to time encountered the kind of
organizations Ms. Smith used in ‘“Wage
Watch.” They tried to entrap me and
punish me. I think the proactive en-
forcement of labor law should be vigi-
lantly looking for violations and vigi-
lantly looking for correction, not vigi-
lantly looking for someone—as in the
case of Ms. Smith and the businesses in
New York—you can put out of business
and cost the jobs of many employees of
that small business.

As such, I reluctantly rise today to
oppose the nomination of Ms. Patricia
Smith.

I yield the floor and suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum. I withdraw the re-
quest for a quorum call.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Washington is recognized.

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I am
very pleased to rise in support of Presi-
dent Obama’s nominee to serve as So-
licitor of Labor, Patricia Smith. I am
very confident that she is the right
person for this critical job. The work
she is going to do to protect our work-
ers is more important now than ever
before.

American workers are facing incred-
ible challenges today. They are strug-
gling with record unemployment and a
devastating economic crisis. They need
and they deserve strong leaders in the
Department of Labor who are pas-
sionate about public service and com-
mitted to fighting for them.

The Department of Labor is charged
with a critical mission in our Nation’s
government. Their role is to foster and
to promote the welfare of America’s
workers by improving their working
conditions, advancing their opportuni-
ties for profitable employment, pro-
tecting their retirement and their
health care benefits, helping employers
find workers, and strengthening free
collective bargaining. I believe during
these challenging economic times it is
absolutely critical that the Depart-
ment has the leadership it needs to
make those goals a reality. That is
why I was very pleased that President
Obama nominated such a strong can-
didate for the position of Solicitor of
Labor.

Patricia Smith has been the Commis-
sioner of the New York State Depart-
ment of Labor since 2007. She is cochair
of the New York State’s Economic Se-
curity subcabinet, and she oversees
3,700 employees in 80 offices, with an
annual budget of $4 billion.

For the previous 20 years, Tricia
worked in the Labor Bureau of the New
York Attorney General’s Office, and
she served on the Obama administra-
tion’s transition team for the Depart-
ment of Labor.

I have received many letters of sup-
port for Patricia Smith from people
who admire her work, from people she
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has worked with, and from workers she
has helped. I want to take a moment
this afternoon to read some excerpts
from some of those letters because I be-
lieve they do demonstrate Patricia’s
broad support and why she deserves to
be confirmed by the Senate.

I have received a letter of support
from the CEO of the Plattsburgh, NY
Chamber of Commerce. He knows Pa-
tricia well. He said:

Patricia Smith has been an outstanding
partner as Commissioner of the New York
State Labor Department and will be an out-
standing solicitor for the U.S. Labor Depart-
ment. We strongly encourage her earliest
possible confirmation by the Senate.

That was the CEO of the Plattsburgh,
NY Chamber of Commerce.

I also heard from the United States
Women’s Chamber of Commerce. They
said:

After learning of Ms. Smith’s qualifica-
tions, expertise, and the laws she has worked
to uphold, I can clearly see that she is some-
one who would work with conviction to en-
force the laws of the United States of Amer-
ica. Additionally, I am impressed by her out-
of-the-box thinking in creating programs
that will keep jobs. We especially need these
attributes in this time of economic chal-
lenge.

I also received a letter from a group
of professors and scholars of labor and
employment law and labor relations,
from over 50 scholars of highly re-
spected institutions across the country
such as the Georgetown TUniversity
Law Center, Columbia Law, Thomas
Jefferson School of Law, Yale Law
School, and Cornell University School
of Industrial and Labor Relations.
They too urged speedy confirmation,
saying that Tricia has:
consistently demonstrated the highest integ-
rity and commitment to ethical standards.
She is experienced, intelligent, thoughtful
and energetic. We believe this is exactly
what the U.S. Department of Labor needs in
a Solicitor. Once confirmed, she will be
among the best Solicitors of Labor the De-
partment has known.

Her support transcends party lines.
Former New York Attorney General
Dennis Vacco, a Republican, had this
to say about his former employee:

Patricia Smith has proven herself as one of
the foremost experts in the nation in the
realm of labor law, which is why President
Obama saw fit to nominate her. . . . She was
an asset to the New York Attorney General’s
Office and I am confident. . . . She will be an
asset to the Department of Labor.

I am here this afternoon as Chair of
the Subcommittee on Employment and
Workplace Safety. I know the chal-
lenges American workers are facing
right now. That is why they deserve a
Solicitor of Labor such as Tricia Smith
who will fight every day to protect
them. If she is confirmed as the De-
partment’s top legal counsel, she will
have the profound responsibility of en-
forcing more than 180 Federal laws and
managing more than 450 attorneys na-
tionwide.

She will be responsible for defending
the Department in litigation as well as
providing legal advice and guidance on
nearly every policy, legislative, regu-
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latory, and enforcement initiative of
the Department. Most importantly, she
will be responsible for defending the
rights of workers when they are not
able to speak for themselves.

Tricia has a big job ahead of her, but
we need to act now to allow her to get
started. We owe it to our country’s
workers to have a confirmed Solicitor
of Labor in place. I have had a number
of conversations with Tricia and I
wanted my colleagues to know I am
confident she is highly qualified and
very eager to get to work. I will be vot-
ing with confidence to confirm Patricia
Smith. I urge my colleagues to do the
same.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Wyoming is recognized.

Mr. ENZI. Mr. President, I rise in op-
position to the nomination of Patricia
Smith to serve as the Solicitor of the
Labor Department. I have got to tell
you, this is my 14th year in the Senate,
and this is the first time I have taken
the lead in opposition to a nomination
that has come through my committee.

I take this very seriously. When the
Founding Fathers drafted our Con-
stitution, they were very concerned
about concentrating too much power in
any branch of the government. That is
why they carefully crafted the system
of checks and balances to ensure that
each branch of the government has a
method of checking the work and oper-
ations of the other.

Here in the Senate, one of our great
checks has been our duty to provide
our advice and consent to the nomina-
tion of the executive branch. That is a
responsibility I take seriously. That
compels us to ensure that nominees
who were brought before us are quali-
fied and they have presented their cre-
dentials to us completely, thoroughly,
and honestly.

Each nominee must pass the vetting
process to ensure he or she possesses
the strength of character and the expe-
rience to ensure that the public can
trust in his or her ability to carry out
the duties of the office for which they
have been nominated. My Senate col-
leagues know I rarely oppose Presi-
dential nominees. I believe the Presi-
dent is ultimately responsible for the
conduct of his administration and is
also answerable to the Nation’s voters,
so he has the right to select the mem-
bers of his team, up to a point. That is
where the advice and consent comes in.

Before I elaborate on her nomination,
I do want to recognize her accomplish-
ments as the Commissioner of Labor in
New York and the commitment she has
shown to serving the people of New
York. Her prior service would ordi-
narily have earned her our support and
make her a bipartisan choice to lead
one of our most important offices in
the Labor Department. Unfortunately,
there are other considerations which
must be taken into account in review-
ing her credentials for this position,
which I believe disqualify her for this
position. I have released a ranking
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member’s report detailing my concerns
with Ms. Smith’s nomination and post-
ed them on the HELP Committee’s Web
site. Today I will explain the factual
inconsistencies between what Ms.
Smith said before the HELP Com-
mittee, for the record, compared to
what is recorded in the official docu-
ments I have received from the State of
New York.

The Solicitor of Labor is an impor-
tant role. He or she is the chief legal
officer of the U.S. Department of
Labor, the third ranking official in
that Department, General Counsel to
the Secretary, and is asked to manage
one of the largest legal offices in the
Federal Government, with more than
400 attorneys serving on the Solicitor’s
team.

Unlike most legal offices in Cabinet
agencies, the Solicitor of Labor has
independent litigating authority from
the Department of Justice and exer-
cises that authority on behalf of the
Department of Labor. The Solicitor is
also responsible for ensuring that all
stakeholders, including small busi-
nesses, are treated fairly.

In the course of conducting a thor-
ough review of Ms. Smith’s background
and qualifications, the committee dis-
covered a program in New York State
called Wage and Hour Watch that she
announced in January of 2009. The pro-
gram was established to recruit and
train union organizers and public inter-
est groups to leaflet businesses with
compliance literature and to interview
employees in an effort to find viola-
tions of the law that could be used to
bring State actions against businesses.

As part of the program, Ms. Smith
committed to providing the groups
with a direct pipeline to senior State
enforcement personnel to report any
violations found. Participants were
given official cards by the State of New
York identifying them and their group
as being part of the program. Here is a
copy of one of the cards. You will find
down there across from ‘‘date’ that
this is for a 2-year period starting on
February 7, 2009. You got one of those
cards after 1 day of training.

According to the New York State De-
partment of Labor’s press release on
January 26, 2009, Wage and Hour Watch
is:
modeled in part after Neighborhood Watch,
[the program] will help promote labor law
compliance through formal partnerships be-
tween the New York State Labor Depart-
ment and community groups
and
provide ordinary people with a formal and
systematic role in the fight against wage
theft.

That sounds good, except Neighbor-
hood Watch was set up so that people
would notify law enforcement authori-
ties of things they thought were
strange and should be looked at. They
did not have permission to go into peo-
ple’s homes and investigate unan-
nounced.

The release also identifies the six
groups, two labor unions and four com-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

munity organizing groups, chosen by
Ms. Smith for the program and ex-
plains that they have been active in
labor issues and referred cases to her
agency.

Upon the conclusion of my remarks,
I will ask unanimous consent that all
documents referenced be made part of
the RECORD.

In addition to her May 7 confirma-
tion hearing, Ms. Smith also partici-
pated in a committee staff interview
and answered questions for the record.
In her responses, Ms. Smith suggested
the committee seek relevant docu-
ments from New York, which I did ob-
tain through a Freedom of Information
request.

My staff reviewed the several thou-
sand pages of documents eventually
produced by New York, and we sent Ms.
Smith some additional questions that
she answered in late July, and former
Chairman Kennedy sent questions that
she answered in September.

My concerns with the nomination re-
late primarily to four areas where Ms.
Smith provided at best incomplete and
factually inaccurate testimony to the
HELP Committee, both during her May
confirmation hearing as well as in the
followup questions.

The first inconsistency I wanted to
highlight is with Ms. Smith’s plan to
expand this program. In the May 7
hearing, Ms. Smith was asked by Sen-
ator BURR about her plans to expand
Wage and Hour Watch. She responded
that there were no such plans.

His question was: Have you had any
discussions relative to your being at
the Department of Labor that would
extend Wage Watch in any fashion on a
Federal level?

Ms. Smith said: No, we have not had
any discussions of that. I have not had
any discussions with the Department
of Labor in New York about whether
we would extend it across New York
State. Again, it is a pilot program
which we just did in January. We spe-
cifically limited it to a small number
of groups, and we limited it to a small
geographic area. We limited it to basi-
cally New York City, Long Island, the
lower Hudson Valley, so we could as-
sess what the successes would be, what
the problems would be.

On May 13, 2009, Ms. Smith made a
similar statement in writing in re-
sponse to three separate questions
from committee members, including
me. She said:

This initiative was designed as a local
model in a limited geographic area in a
state, for a particular issue under a par-
ticular statute. It was not designed for other
laws or to be used on the Federal level. Until
the pilot is completed and evaluated—

As she said up here—

I would not advocate expanding it to other
areas in New York, to other areas of the
country, to the Federal level or to other Fed-
eral or state laws.

That is what she said. The problem
here is that many documents, includ-
ing press releases, Ms. Smith’s talking
points for her own speeches, and e-
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mails she was copied on, show there
were plans in place to expand the pro-
gram in virtually every instance, many
with June 2009 deadlines. Documents
show that in April 2009, the State was
maintaining lists of possible new en-
trants into the program.

I have a copy up here of groups that
were being solicited with the Wage
Watch expansion, and that is in April
of 2009. That is before she testified. The
State even sent out applications to a
number of groups to join Wage and
Hour Watch during May, when Ms.
Smith had just testified to the HELP
Committee there were no plans to ex-
pand the program.

This was the plan to expand the pro-
gram:

Dear friend, we are preparing to expand
Wage and Hour Watch beyond the original
groups in the pilot program. We are writing
to you because you have expressed an inter-
est in becoming or joining a Wage and Hour
Watch group, as are a number of other orga-
nizations and individuals.

Later on it says:

In order to allow us to plan for the next
stage of the program, please return the com-
pleted application form with the reference
letter by Monday, June 15.

The records show that Ms. Smith’s
department also planned to expand the
scope of Wage and Hour Watch into in-
vestigating occupational safety and
health matters from day one. That is
not the original intent. The original in-
tent was a Wage and Hour Watch
group. But we can show where it was
intended to investigate occupational
safety and health matters.

Of course, originally it was not sold
as enforcement of wage, it was sold as
an educational program. But it
changed to enforcement, infiltration,
and spying, and then added inves-
tigating occupational safety and health
matters.

In a January 15, 2009 e-mail from Ms.
Smith to dozens of staff announcing
the program, she states:

After 6 months, once we have had the
chance to get the program rolling, we would
like to expand to other groups (particularly
upstate), including community based organi-
zations, student groups; churches and other
faith-based organizations and labor unions.

. This is an exciting new initiative and
one which we could potentially replicate
elsewhere in the country.

In the press release issued to an-
nounce the program, Ms. Smith’s agen-
cy states:

After a six-month pilot period ... , the
Labor Department will begin seeking addi-
tional groups who wish to participate state-
wide. . . .

The release also directs the public to
contact her agency by telephone or
through a dedicated e-mail address to
establish additional New York Wage
and Hour Watch groups. In an article,
the New York Times noted the plans
for expansion. They said:

After the first experiment in New York
City and on Long Island, the Labor Depart-
ment will seek additional groups for the pro-
gram. The groups must be nongovernmental
and nonprofit and can include religious orga-
nizations, student groups, labor unions, busi-
ness associations and neighborhood groups.
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Here is a sampling of other program
expansion activities before Ms. Smith
testified on May 2009: A December 1,
2008, e-mail to Ms. Smith listed poten-
tial expansion groups in upstate New
York. A February 2, 2009, e-mail from
Ms. Smith’s deputy to two individuals
explained how to set up a Wage and
Hour Watch group. A February 18, 2009,
e-mail from Ms. Smith’s deputy to an
outside group noted plans to expand
the program. A February 23, 2009, e-
mail from Ms. Smith’s deputy memori-
alized a meeting with the six pilot
groups and included a paragraph on
training in June in both New York City
and upstate for purposes of expansion.
An April 9, 2009, e-mail exchange
among Ms. Smith’s subordinates listed
several groups for expansion.

After Ms. Smith testified and an-
swered written questions in May deny-
ing expansion plans, her department
continued to promote expansion and
looked to recruit new members. For ex-
ample, a May 15, 2009, e-mail to over 20
outside individuals requested that ap-
plication forms be submitted by June
15; a June 1, 2009, e-mail to outside par-
ties announced preparations to expand
Wage and Hour Watch; a June 3, 2009, e-
mail from an outside public interest
group offered over 40 individuals the
opportunity to join Wage and Hour
Watch; a June 9, 2009, formal applica-
tion was submitted to Ms. Smith’s de-
partment by the Laborers Inter-
national Union of North America’s Or-
ganizing Fund to conduct wage watch
activities in the construction industry.

Contrary to Ms. Smith’s responses to
written questions that the program
was only about wage and hour laws, her
subordinates expanded the program to
occupational safety and health enforce-
ment. It says:

Thank for your offer to insert something
about safety and health enforcement in the
training the DOL is conducting on Saturday.
Unfortunately, given the late notice and
training schedules and grant deadlines, we
will not be able to put it together by Satur-
day. However, what we would like to do for
you is to announce that we will contact each
of the participating groups and offer their
organization a training on what safety and
health issues they should be looking for
while conducting the oversight for wage and
hour issues. If that works for you, it would
be great for us.

It wasn’t supposed to be oversight. It
was supposed to be education so that
people would know what they were sup-
posed to get and be able to take the
kinds of actions that individuals could
take. But you can see it has changed
dramatically.

An e-mail from the New York Com-
mittee on Occupational Safety and
Health, a safety and health public in-
terest group closely tied to organized
labor, sent to Ms. Smith’s deputy on
February 6, 2009, notes that:

We will contact each of the participating
groups and their organization training on
what safety and health issues they should be
looking for while conducting the oversight
for wage and hour issues.

In response, Ms. Smith’s deputy so-
licits a list of things to train wage and
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hour watchers to look for, and they re-
spond, as well as suggesting that the
groups take pictures of working condi-
tions they believe unsafe. Sounds like
an investigation.

Ms. Smith’s own public pronounce-
ments contradict her testimony to the
Senate. A May 19, 2009, National Public
Radio article quoting Ms. Smith and
her deputy states:

New York’s Wage Watch is just a few
months old, and officials say it is too soon to
measure success. But the pilot program is
set to expand across the state this summer.

A set of talking points for Ms. Smith
to deliver to an upstate coalition group
sometime after January 2009 but before
she testified at her confirmation hear-
ing states that the program ‘will”’ be
expanding and solicits volunteers.

We have it here:

They are currently expanding with six dis-
tinct labor unions and advocacy organiza-
tions in New York City and plan to roll it
out across the state in the coming months
and years. We will be expanding this pro-
gram and when it does come upstate, we will
need the help of many of you to roll it out.

There also does not appear to be any
document that supports Ms. Smith’s
statement that there were no plans for
expansion. Indeed, I am told the public
documents actually contain more than
50 specific references to expanding the
Wage and Hour Watch Program. All of
these red tabs are references to expand-
ing the program. All of the red tabs
talk about expanding the program. It
doesn’t look incidental.

Concerns about the factual inconsist-
encies in Ms. Smith’s testimony are
not solely held by the minority.
Former Chairman Kennedy’s staff sub-
mitted questions about the expansion
of the program. Ms. Smith responded
at the time of the confirmation that
she had had ‘‘no discussions about a po-
tential expansion with anyone, other
than generally indicating that if it
were proved successful, my goal would
be to expand to it other areas of New
York.”

Despite all of this evidence, Ms.
Smith’s defenders have claimed that
she misspoke and that she delegated a
small program to a deputy. However,
the documents show Ms. Smith herself
promoting expansion and recruiting
members in her own speeches and
media interactions.

In addition, I question Ms. Smith’s
ability to lead the Solicitor’s Office if
her subordinates, including her deputy,
were allowed to act outside of their au-
thority as suggested by earlier expla-
nations. It is difficult to see how it
would be appropriate to blame a break-
down between Ms. Smith and her dep-
uty for inaccuracies regarding program
expansion plans. Ms. Smith worked
with her deputy for more than 5 years.
When Former Governor Spitzer ap-
pointed Ms. Smith to the New York
Labor Department, news articles noted
that she brought her deputy and pro-
tege with her. I find the explanation
even more surprising because of Ms.
Smith’s pedigree. Her prior boss,
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former attorney general and Governor
Eliot Spitzer, was known for his ag-
gressive prosecution of corporate offi-
cials, including some who were accused
of not overseeing their subordinates
properly. I find it unlikely that the
State of New York would accept igno-
rance as an excuse if an executive on
Wall Street tried to use it as a defense.
Why should we accept a similar excuse
now?

A little more information about her
background and the Spitzer education
program and her participation there.
Some have also suggested that this
program was reasonably beneath Ms.
Smith’s notice, noting that her agency
has an $11 billion budget with almost
4,000 staff. If confirmed, Ms. Smith
would be in charge of legal compliance
for a department whose budget projects
spending 10 times what she oversaw in
New York, $104.5 billion in 2010. Leav-
ing aside the extensive documentation
showing she was heavily involved in
this program, I ask my colleagues, why
would we consider expanding her re-
sponsibility tenfold if she was unable
to oversee her subordinates effectively
in New York?

Former President Harry Truman had
a sign on his desk that read ‘““The buck
stops here’ to show that responsibility
for the conduct of subordinates ulti-
mately rested with him. Ms. Smith
ought to own up to the responsibility
that ultimately rests with her.

With regard to the second inconsist-
ency, Ms. Smith stated that the pro-
gram was developed internally and
only then did the New York Depart-
ment of Labor approach or recruit out-
side groups. However, e-mails obtained
by the committee directly contradict
this statement, instead showing much
of the driving force and even legal re-
search for a program model came from
organized labor and its allies. Here are
a couple of examples: an April 16, 2008,
e-mail from Mr. Jeff Eichler, coordi-
nator for retail organizing projects for
the Retail Wholesale and Department
Store Union, RWDSU, to Ms. Smith’s
deputy regarding an ‘‘Enforcers’ pro-
gram, with four pages of attached re-
search explaining potential models for
their ‘“‘concept of wage and hour en-
forcers;” an August 18, 2000, e-mail in
which Ms. Smith’s deputy responds to
Mr. Eichler’s ideas that the State con-
sider allowing participants to infiltrate
businesses that are part of the pro-
gram.

Most disturbing, however, to me
about this inconsistency is the fact
that Ms. Smith admitted in her re-
sponse to a question that she appar-
ently saw the e-mails contradicting her
testimony in July but did not correct
the problem until directly asked in
September about this issue by majority
staff; that is, 2 months later.

A third inconsistency is that Ms.
Smith also characterized Wage and
Hour Watch as an educational program
in testimony. However, the record
shows it was designed and intended to
be enforcement from the very begin-
ning, with the union organizers and
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community organizer participants
serving as amateur investigators and
informants. The very first documents
discussing the program describe poten-
tial participants as ‘‘community en-
forcers.” I refer to the previously in-
troduced April 2008 e-mail from union
official Mr. Eichler describing this as
an enforcers program and a November
28, 2008, e-mail from one of Ms. Smith’s
subordinates disseminating draft train-
ing material stating:

The one day session [of training] will not
turn enforcers into labor law experts but will
assist them in identifying labor law viola-
tions and make the referral of greater value.
The ‘‘role of community enforcer’ is where
we will have to come up with original mate-
rial . . .

Notably, Ms. Smith is personally cop-
ied on that e-mail.

Ms. Smith’s own words, her subordi-
nates’ internal and public statements
and deliberations, the media, and the
groups involved in the program all em-
phasized and portrayed wage and hour
watch as an enforcement from its very
beginning. It was only when she was
questioned by HELP Committee mem-
bers about the program that Ms. Smith
chose to portray the program’s sub-
stance as educational in nature. Quite
a difference.

Finally, Ms. Smith stated that the
two unions that were selected for the
pilot program, United Food and Com-
mercial Workers Local 1500 and
RWDSU, were told not to use the pro-
gram for organizing. However, the
agreement created by Ms. Smith and
entered with the unions and special in-
terest groups specifically allows the
pilot groups to make use of informa-
tion gathered for ‘‘community orga-
nizing,”” which Ms. Smith also admit-
ted in response to a written request.

The committee has a copy of the
United Food Commercial Workers,
UFCW, Local 1500 work plan sent to
Ms. Smith’s deputy which also directly
contradicts Ms. Smith. The plan states
that the union intended to use wage
and hour in ‘‘all of our organizing cam-
paigns,” including those outside their
designated Wage and Hour Watch area.
UFCW Local 1500 also published plans
to target nonunion workplaces as part
of the program in its publicly available
union newsletter.

It is difficult for me to believe Ms.
Smith and her department did not
know union organizing was intended by
those joining the pilot program. All the
participants and signatories from two
labor unions involved appear to be em-
ployed as full-time organizers. Other
individuals and groups purely respon-
sible for union organizing also applied
to join when the program was ex-
panded.

It is clear that Ms. Smith’s testi-
mony and responses to follow-up ques-
tions are repeatedly contradicted by
documents I received from the State of
New York. It is particularly troubling
that inconsistent statements to the
committee were in each instance an at-
tempt to downplay concerns about the
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Wage and Hour Watch Program raised
by Republican members. At best, the
inconsistencies in her testimony lead
me to question her ability to interact
with Congress in a candid manner and
manage the enforcement of labor laws
by the Office of Solicitor in an even-
handed and fair manner.

I have tried for months to resolve
these concerns. In August, I asked
President Obama to withdraw Ms.
Smith’s nomination and offered my as-
sistance in ensuring a replacement
would be confirmed quickly. I also
joined all my nine Republican col-
leagues on the HELP Committee in
urging Chairman HARKIN to refrain
from approving this nominee in com-
mittee and made the same offer to him
of assistance in ensuring a qualified re-
placement being given swift review and
confirmation. I mentioned I joined all
nine. As to a couple people on there, 1
do not know that they have ever op-
posed a Presidential appointment.

Because the President and the major-
ity did not comnsider it a problem that
Ms. Smith provided factually incon-
sistent information to the Senate, I am
forced to insist on a full debate on her
nomination. Giving my consent to a
Presidential nominee is not something
I take lightly, even with the benefit of
the doubt I have always given to the
candidates sent over to us by the White
House. However, the integrity of the
Senate committee process and the re-
sponsibility of advice and consent de-
mands honest and accurate testimony
when the witnesses come before us.

For that reason, I have lost con-
fidence in Ms. Smith’s ability to man-
age the Solicitor’s office. I urge my
colleagues to oppose this nomination,
and I ask unanimous consent that doc-
uments referred to in my speech be
printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

LABOR DEPARTMENT INITIATIVE EMPOWERS
ORDINARY PEOPLE TO JOIN THE FIGHT
AGAINST WAGE THEFT

NEW YORK WAGE WATCH, THE ONLY ONE OF ITS
KIND IN THE NATION, TO ROLL OUT IN NEW
YORK CITY AND LONG ISLAND
ALBANY, NY (January 26, 2009).—At a press

conference in New York City, State Labor

Commissioner M. Patricia Smith today an-

nounced the formation of New York Wage

Watch, a new tool in the fight against labor

law violations in New York State. New York

Wage Watch will focus on a variety of illegal

practices, jointly referred to as wage theft,

including payment of subminimum wages;
nonpayment of wages; failure to pay over-
time; tip stealing; and other such violations.

Modeled in part after the Neighborhood
Watch program, New York Wage Watch will
help promote labor law compliance through
formal partnerships between the New York
State Labor Department and community
groups. The effort will start with a pilot pro-
gram with several groups in New York City
and Long Island for the first six months, and
then be opened up to interested groups from
throughout the state.

The first model of its kind, New York Wage
Watch will provide ordinary people with a
formal and systematic role in the fight
against wage theft. Participating groups will
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select a geographic zone for their efforts, and
within that zone, they will participate in a
range of activities aimed at improving labor
law compliance, including holding know-
your-rights training; providing employers
with information about compliance; and dis-
tributing literature to workers in super-
markets, laundromats, nail salons, and other
community settings. When they encounter
workers facing serious violations of the law
or employers with detailed questions about
compliance, New York Wage Watch groups
will have a designated point person for refer-
rals in the Labor Department’s Division of
Labor Standards, which enforces wage and

hour laws. The Department will provide
training and materials to participating
groups.

“Just as no one wants to live in an area
riddled with crime, nobody wants to live in a
neighborhood where workers are paid sweat-
shop wages,” said Commissioner Smith.
“New York Wage Watch will increase labor
law compliance by giving regular people a
formal role in creating lawful workplaces
statewide, and thereby improving the qual-
ity of life in their communities. It will also
help law-abiding employers, who struggle to
compete with businesses that undercut them
by violating the law.”

In recent years, the Labor Department has
uncovered widespread labor law violations in
a broad range of industries and locations
throughout the state. An industry-based in-
vestigation of car washes in 2008 revealed
that over 78% of New York City car washes
inspected were not paying minimum wage or
overtime. Nearly half of 303 employers vis-
ited on joint enforcement sweeps in Buffalo,
Albany, the Bronx, and Queens required fol-
lowup for wage and hour violations. The
Labor Department found serious violations
at ordinary stores, restaurants, and offices
statewide, as well as at state icons like the
Saratoga Race Course, where over a hundred
backstretch workers interviewed reported a
pattern of illegal wages, and at the Erie
County Fair, where bathroom attendants
were paid no wages and were even forced to
give half of their tips to a subcontractor.

“These violations are far more common
than many people realize, but they plague
our communities and diminish the quality of
life for New York’s workers,” said Commis-
sioner Smith. “We are enforcing the law as
creatively and aggressively as we can, but
the government cannot do it alone. We need
concerned members of the public to help
raise awareness about wage theft, to educate
workers and employers about the law, and to
help serve as a bridge between our agency
and workers who might be unlikely to come
to us on their own.”

Over the past few years, the Department of
Labor has forged informal partnerships with
advocacy groups and grassroots organiza-
tions on behalf of workers. A more proactive
approach by the Division of Labor Stand-
ards, combined with efforts of the newly cre-
ated Bureau of Immigrant Workers’ Rights,
has resulted in more sustained and effective
partnering. One such relationship, with the
Retail, Wholesale and Department Store
Union (RWDSU), and Make the Road New
York, led the Department to investigate a
commercial strip in Bushwick, Brooklyn.
During the course of this investigation, the
Labor Department found $350,000 in wage un-
derpayments were owed to 60 workers. In the
ensuing weeks and months, the RWDSU and
Make the Road New York maintained a pres-
ence in the area, talking with businesses and
workers about labor law. A labor law sem-
inar was also conducted for employers in the
area. Labor law compliance appears to have
increased in Bushwick as a result of this
joint effort. New York Wage Watch aims to
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replicate the enhanced effectiveness result-
ing from the coordination of law enforce-
ment efforts with ongoing presence and in-
volvement of community members.

This pilot program will begin with a small
number of groups who are already working
on labor issues. Each group has referred a
number of cases to the Department of Labor
in recent years. The groups are Centro del
Inmigrante in Staten Island; Chinese Staff
and Workers’ Association; Retail, Wholesale
and Department Store Union (RWDSU);
Make the Road New York; United Food and
Commercial Workers (UFCW) Local 1500; and
The Workplace Project in Long Island.

Next month, each of these groups will re-
ceive language-specific training from De-
partment of Labor staff. The first trainings
will be held on Saturday February 7 at the
Murphy Center for Labor Studies in Manhat-
tan, in English, Spanish and Chinese, and
will cover basic labor laws affecting workers
such as minimum wage, overtime and meal
periods. The Department of Labor will also
be providing multilingual outreach mate-
rials to each Wage Watch group to hand out
to workers and businesses.

After a six-month pilot period with these
groups, the Labor Department will begin
seeking additional groups who wish to par-
ticipate statewide. Each group should be a
non-governmental, non-profit entity, such as
a community group, religious organization,
student group, labor union, business associa-
tion, or neighborhood association. Groups
must have at least six members and must se-
lect a geographic region to focus upon—this
may be as small as several blocks in an
urban setting or as large as several counties
elsewhere. Groups need not have prior labor-
related experience.

Stuart Appelbaum, President of the 100,000
member Retail, Wholesale and Department
Store Union said, ‘““‘New York Wage Watch is
labor law enforcement at the purest, most
grassroots level. This program will allow
unions, community groups and churches to
engage in the fight against the exploitation
of workers in our neighborhoods. It is crit-
ical that employers do not take advantage of
workers and their families during these dif-
ficult economic times.”

Amy Carroll, Supervising Attorney for
Workplace Rights at Make the Road New
York said, ‘““Wage theft is rampant in many
low-wage industries and immigrant neigh-
borhoods, in large part because workers are
afraid to come forward and file a complaint
when their rights are violated. New York
Wage watch allows the State Department of
Labor to partner with organizations, like
Make the Road New York, that already have
workers’ trust. In our experience, commu-
nity monitoring of employer conduct is crit-
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ical to ensure that employers caught vio-
lating the law today actually pay their
workers correctly tomorrow. Employers will
be dramatically less likely to violate wage
and hour law when they know that trained
community members are on the ground as
the eyes and ears of the DOL’s wage enforce-
ment units.”

Bruce W. Both, President of United Food
and Commercial Workers Union Local 1500,
New York State’s Largest Grocery Workers
Union said, “UFCW Local 1500 commends the
New York State Department of Labor for its
innovative approach to promote labor law
compliance among New York State’s em-
ployers. UFCW Local 1500 is excited to par-
ticipate in the Wage Watch program, as we
see it as both a creative yet fiscally efficient
way to educate workers and employers about
their labor rights and obligations during
these difficult economic times. Our long his-
tory of working with the DOL, Commaissioner
Patricia Smith and her dedicated staff has
taught us that grocery workers, especially
Gourmet Grocery Workers, will greatly ben-
efit from such a program. Workers in this in-
dustry have high rates of not being paid ac-
cording to New York State Wage and Hour
laws. UFCW Local 1500 looks forward to
making Wage Watch a successful collabo-
rative effort.”

Gonzalo Mercado, Director, El Centro del
Inmigrante said, “El Centro del Inmigrante
applauds the New York State Department of
Labor for the creation of the Wage Watch
Program. Thousands of workers every year
are victims of wage and hour violations and
this initiative is a great tool to help enforce
the labor laws that most of the time are not
known by the workers nor by their employ-
ers. Immigrant workers are the most ex-
ploited and most vulnerable and we look for-
ward to collaborating in this endeavor.”

Nadia Marin-Molina, Executive Director of
the Workplace Project said, ‘‘During this
time of economic crisis, it is more important
than ever that the wages of workers, immi-
grant and non-immigrant alike, are pro-
tected, so that workers can pay rent and feed
their families. On Long Island, the Work-
place Project has shown that, with edu-
cation, organizing, and support, community
members—day laborers, domestic workers,
and factory workers, for example—are will-
ing to stand up and fight exploitation on the
job at great personal risk. The Wage Watch
program will now allow us to link a trained
community team to work closely with the
New York State Department of Labor, so
that employers will not be able to abuse
workers with impunity. The Workplace
Project is excited to participate in this inno-
vative partnership with the DOL and looks
forward to engaging many more community
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members to stop wage theft through this col-
laboration.”

To find out what you can do to establish a
New York Wage Watch group in your com-
munity, send an email to
NewYorkWageWatch@labor.state.ny.us or
call 1-888-52-LLABOR.

NEW YORK STATE DEPARTMENT OF LABOR—
WAGE AND HOUR WATCH

DEAR FRIEND: We are preparing to expand
Wage and Hour Watch beyond the original
groups in the Pilot Program. We are writing
to you because you have expressed interest
in becoming or joining a Wage and Hour
Watch group, as have a number of other or-
ganizations and individuals.

We have not yet determined the precise ex-
tent or timetable of the initial expansion of
the program, and we want to be sure to ex-
pand in a planned and methodical way which
will ensure the continued quality of the pro-
gram.

However, regardless of the precise plan we
develop for expansion, our first step is to
gauge the level and location of interest
throughout the state. This will allow us to
determine training needs and a realistic
schedule for expansion. Therefor, we have de-
veloped the attached Application form for
groups who are interested in becoming Wage
and Hour Watch participants.

For efficiency and quality control, all
groups who wish to become a Wage and Hour
Watch group must have at least six mem-
bers, and must have a host or sponsor organi-
zation—either a nonprofit organization, an
educational institution, a trade association,
a labor union, or a religious/faith-based orga-
nization.

If you are an individual without such an
affiliation, please complete the form to the
best of your ability and return it to us. If
there is a Wage and Hour Watch group form-
ing in your region, we will try to connect
you to the group.

Please note that the application form asks
for a reference letter. This reference letter
would be for the lead person, or contact per-
son, for the proposed Wage and Hour Watch
group.

In order to allow us to plan for the next
stage of the program, please return the com-
pleted application form with reference letter
by Monday, June 15, 2009.

If you have any questions, please contact
email wageandhourwatch@labor.state.ny.us

Thank you for your interest and we look
forward to hearing back from you.

TERRI GERSTEIN,
Deputy Commissioner for Worker
Protection & Immigrant Service.
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New York State Department of Labor
Division of Labor Standards

Wage and Hour Watch Partrier Application

Any group that wants to become an official Wage and Hour Watch pariner must complete: this form. Each group must
have a sponsoring or host organization. Completing this form is the first step and does not mean the group wil
automatically be invited to participate in Wage and Hour Watch. Please attach a reference letter for the contact person.
For questions 6 and 7 below you may write your answers in a separate page if the space provided is insufficient.

1. Name, full address, area code and telephone number, and e-mail address of contact person:
2. Name, full address, area code an_d teiéphone number, and e-mail address of host organization:

3. Type of organization: [} Educational institution

] 501{c)(3) nonprofit organization

[[] Labor union

1 Trade association

] Religious/faith-based organization
4. Names of proposed New York State Wage and Hour Watch members. Theré must be at least six, and they all must »
- attend a day-fong tramxng session by the New York State Departrent of Labor.

IOMMOO®>

5. Wx!t any proposed members require’ trammg ina tanguage other than Enghsh‘J 0 vYes [ No
If “yes, list the languages: .
6. Statement of Interest: Why does your group want to become a Wage and Hour Watch partner?

7. Describe any past e‘xperience working with social issues or labor issues by members of the group:

8. The region you propose covering:

9. The industry, if any, you propose covermg

10. Wouid ali of the members be willing and able to trave! to any of the foliowing locations for training by the Depariment
of Labor? [ Yes [ No - : .

A. [ New York City . ; " D. [J Syracuse

B. [] Aibany ‘ E. [ Write Plains

C. [ Buffalo : F. [J GardenCity
Signature of person completing form .o Date

Mail completed form to: New York State Department of Labor
) Division of Labor Standards - NYS Wage and Hour Wateh Coordinator
" - State Office Campus .
_ Bidg 12, Room 185 B
Albany, NY 12240
or fax to {518) 485-6001
or g-mall to wageandhourwatch@labor. state ny.us
LS 51 {03/09)
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From: Gerstein, Terri (LABOR)

Sent: Wednesday, April 16, 2008 4:49 PM

To: Boylan, Lorelei (LABOR)

Subject: FW: Enforcers

Attachments: Auxiliary Police Fact Sheet;
Volunteer Ambulance Corps Fact Sheet;
Neighborhood Watch Fact Sheet

FYI. I told Jeff I will be on vacation and
won’t get back to him until I get back. (I
think I mentioned to you I'm going away
from tomorrow through Fri apr 25 and then
I will see you at somos el futuro). I also told
Jeff T would forward you these so you can
read and think about them in the meantime.

TERRI GERSTEIN,
Deputy Commissioner
of Labor for Wage
Protection and Im-
migrant Services,
New York State De-
partment of Labor.
From: Jeff Eichler
Sent: Wednesday, April 16, 2008 4:13 PM
To: Gerstein, Terri (LABOR)
Subject: Enforcers

Hi1 TERRI: I hope all is well.

Attached are short fact sheets prepared by
Lindsey exploring the Auxiliary Police and
Ambulance Volunteers. Since both of these
voluntary organizations are governed by
statutory authority I don’t think they will
provide a useful example for our concept of
voluntary wage and hour enforcers. Nonethe-
less, you should take a look at Lindsey’s
work and see if anything appears useful. I do
believe that the neighborhood watch concept
might be the appropriate model. Lindsey
also has short overview of the neighborhood
watch and it too is attached. Once you have
reviewed these documents lets arrange a
time to talk.

JEF.

From: Boylan, Lorelei (LABOR)

Sent: Friday, November 28, 2008 11:45 AM

To: Raj Nayak; Gerstein, Terri (LABOR);
Gardner, Colleen C (LABOR); Trivino,
Geovanny (LABOR); Amy Carroll; Deb
Axt

Cc: Smith, Patricia (LABOR)

Subject: RE: Wage Watch

Here is a proposed outline for the one-day
training. I figured Amy and I could use input
from the rest of the group on whether we
should be covering other topics before we
delve into it.

The one day session will not turn the en-
forcers into labor law experts but will assist
them in identifying labor law violations and
make the referral of greater value. The ‘‘role
of the community enforcer’ is where we will
have to come up with original material but
the other sections we have plenty of usable
material at the DoL.

LORELEI BOYLAN,
Director of Strategic
Enforcement, Labor
Standards Division,
New York State De-
partment of Labor.
To: Terri Gerstein/LoreleiBoylan
From: Aly Waddy

Re: Wage & Hour Watch Program Work
Plans
STRUCTURE
Aly Waddy

Responsible for all communications to
DOL. Will prepare all necessary reports: Par-
ticipate in meeting will DOL.

Alex Lazaro

Will supervise field operation. Participate
in meetings with DOL etc.

FULL LIST OF PARTICIPANTS

1. Aly Waddy

2. Alex Lazaro
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3. Diana Robinson

4. Brendan Sexton

5. Vilmarie Solivan

6. Rafael Hernadez

7. Jose Rosendo

JURISDICTION

Gourmet, Grocery and Retail sector in 5
Boroughs. This will be the focus.

We will however utilize the program in all
of our Organizing Campaigns. This may at
times be outside of the five boroughs.

ACTIVITIES

We will introduce Wage & Hour Watch
Campaign into all our Organizing Efforts.

We will have dedicate 4 days per quarter to
Wage & Hour.

We will introduce program at our Union
membership meetings.

Mr. ENZI. I yield the floor.

Mr. HARKIN. I suggest the absence of
a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I lis-
tened very carefully to the statement
made by my friend and ranking mem-
ber, Senator ENZI. Many of the points
raised by the Senator have been gone
over before by the committee. These
were things we looked into. So I think
I would like to respond a little bit, al-
most point by point, to some of those
concerns that were raised in the state-
ment made by Senator ENZI.

But before I do that, I, again, wish to
make one thing very clear. We are
talking about something—this Wage
Watch. Is that what it is called? Wage
Watch. We are talking about some-
thing that is perfectly legal. Almost,
listening to my friend’s comments on
it, you would think there was some
subterfuge going on. This was perfectly
open and above board and everything.
No one is alleging anything was ever
done illegally. No person—none of the
Wage Watch people—did anything ille-
gal. In fact, all the things they were
engaged in—and I say ‘‘were’’; I use the
past tense because it was a pilot pro-
gram and it has now ended and they
are now assessing it—but all the things
they were engaged in, they can engage
in today. Anyone can. I can. You can.
Staff can. Anybody can do this. It is
not illegal. It is perfectly legal. So let’s
keep in mind what we are talking
about is a perfectly legal, open, trans-
parent pilot project that was started
by the New York Department of Liabor.

Again, as I indicated earlier with my
charts, why were they doing this? Be-
cause so many people had been found
who were not being paid the minimum
wage; they were working overtime and
not being paid overtime. A 1ot of times
these low-income workers—many of
whom are recent immigrants to this
country—do not know what their
rights are. They are fearful of losing
their job. It is the only thing they have
to keep their families together, and if
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the employer decides to shave a little
bit off their overtime, what are they
going to do? They have no one to go to.

So that is why I pointed out in my
charts how much money and how many
times Commissioner Smith had gone
after bad actors, bad employers, to get
money back for workers, for their fam-
ilies, for their retirement systems they
were cheated out of.

As she said to me, the good employ-
ers—the good employers—the business-
people in New York wanted her to do
this because the bad actors who were
shaving, who were not paying the min-
imum wage, who were not paying over-
time, were taking unfair advantage of
the honest employers that were meet-
ing their legal obligations. That is why
it is no surprise to me we have all
these letters of support for Ms. Smith
from the business community. I al-
ready mentioned the Business Council
of New York, the Manufacturers Asso-
ciation of Central New York, the entire
New York congressional delegation—
all these writing letters in support of
her, talking about how fair she is and
how she would listen and work things
out.

When she started—she did not start
it—but when the department started
this Wage Watch, that was the intent
of it. It was information. My friend
says they started out from the begin-
ning for enforcement. Well, sure, what
do you think? Do you think someone is
going to find out someone is not paying
someone the minimum wage, and they
are not going to tell anybody, they are
not going to tell the Department of
Labor, they are just going to say: Well,
that is just the way it is. Of course, the
end result is to enforce the law, to let
people know their legal rights so that
law can be enforced. Of course, that is
the end result of it.

But the implementation of that was
an informational program, to get infor-
mation and guidance out to people,
again, who—we are not talking about
Members of Congress. We are not talk-
ing about our educated staff who have
been to the best schools and have all
these fancy degrees. We are not talking
about accountants. We are not talking
about people working on hedge funds in
New York or on Wall Street. We are
talking about people working in
Queens at the minimum wage in the
garment industry—janitors, home-
makers, others out there who are
working in food service who are at the
minimum wage or slightly above it. So
we are talking about people who do not
have all that knowledge base we kind
of assume workers would have. I wish
to make that point clear before I start
to talk about some of the points that
were made.

Again, a lot has been made about the
plans for expansion and about Senator
BURR’s question. I looked at Senator
BURR’s question. I looked at her re-
sponse. I was there that day. It did not
register. But then later on we began to
look at this when issues were raised by
my Republican colleagues.
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Well, quite frankly, the e-mails that
were shown by my colleague were not
e-mails from Patricia Smith. They
were e-mails from Terri Gerstein, not
Patricia Smith. Quite frankly, to ex-
pand it to include occupational safety
and health training, there was an e-
mail to Terri Gerstein from Joel
Shufro. Well, much was made of this.
Again, I will respond in two ways.
Much was made of expanding it to oc-
cupational safety and health issues
training. My response is, yes; so0?
Shouldn’t people also know not only
what their rights are in terms of what
their wages are, but shouldn’t they also
have the right to know whether some-
thing is unsafe, whether their health is
being endangered? It would seem to me
this also has to get out there, to know
what their rights are to protect their
health and their safety. I don’t have
any problem with that, that they
should have that kind of training also,
as well as to be on the lookout for that.

Sure, if they are working in haz-
ardous conditions and with hazardous
materials that can affect their lives
and their livelihood and their future
health, somebody ought to know about
it. Someone should know about it.

On the expansion of the program be-
yond just the wage-and-hour expansion
in the State, it looks as though the
deputies may have gotten a little
ahead of her when they were doing
this. Again, keep in mind, I know the
buck stops here. I saw that chart. The
buck always stops here. We are respon-
sible.

As I pointed out, Ms. Smith was run-
ning an agency with an $11 billion
budget—3$11 billion, 4,000 employees.
This was a $6,000 pilot project, hardly
the meat and potatoes of what she was
doing in her job every day. Plus, she
was focusing on one of the worst eco-
nomic crises New York and this coun-
try has faced. So keep that in mind.

Ms. Smith was clear in her response
to us about the fact that she had no
discussions about a potential expansion
with anyone other than generally indi-
cating that:

. if it proved successful, my goal would
be to expand it to other areas of New York
State. At that time, I had not authorized my
staff to proceed with a statewide expansion
of the program, nor had I discussed with
them any steps that were preliminary to a
possible expansion. My first—

And I am reading from her response
to our written questions. Ms. Smith
says:

My first substantive discussion about the
steps needed to be taken to evaluate any po-
tential expansion of Wage and Hour Watch
occurred in late May 2009 with my Executive
Deputy Commissioner. . . . At that time he
informed me that the Deputy Commissioner
for Wage Protection and Immigrant Affairs
had recently discussed with him what to do
about the additional requests to join the pro-
gram to which we had never responded. He
told me that he had authorized her sometime
in mid May to send out e-mails to groups in
New York that had expressed interest in the
program in case we judged the pilot a suc-
cess. He had not personally seen the e-mail.
Therefore, within days, I asked to review the
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text of the e-mail the Deputy Commissioner
for Wage Protection and Immigrant Affairs
was using. I told her that it could give the
impression that a decision to expand the
pilot had been made, which it had not, and
made appropriate changes to the text. I di-
rected her to use my corrected version in all
future e-mails.

So, again, rather than saying this has
to be expanded, she said let’s look at
the results and see what the results
are, and she took it upon herself to cor-
rect those mailings that went out from
her office.

The other thing that was said had to
do with unions and that she misled the
committee. There is a claim in re-
sponse to a written question that she
instructed unions participating in the
Wage and Hour Watch Program not to
use their status as wage watch groups
as a union organizing tool. In fact, the
New York Department of Labor tacitly
condoned this practice.

Those are the charges that were
made.

Well, first of all, again, there is noth-
ing improper or unlawful about unions
using their Wage and Hour Watch ac-
tivities as part of organizing cam-
paigns. There is nothing illegal about
that. I would like to have someone
show me where that would be illegal.
There is nothing illegal about that.
However, Ms. Smith, in order to be
fair, took all appropriate steps to dis-
courage that activity because business
groups had raised concerns about this
issue with her. She responded imme-
diately, specifically prohibiting unions
from distributing their own organizing
literature while they were performing
wage and hourly watch activities.

This was a written question to her:

Were you personally aware of any instance
when a labor organization participating in
the Wage and Hour Watch program engaged
in labor activities? If so, how did you re-
spond? If not, how would you have responded
to such activity?

Here is what Ms. Smith responded in
writing:

I am not personally aware of any instance
when a labor organization participating in
the Wage and Hour pilot program engaged in
organizing functions while performing Wage
and Hour Watch functions. If I had been
aware of such behavior I would have decided
to terminate them from the pilot.

Here is another question:

In your response to a question submitted
by Senator Enzi on May 12, 2009, you describe
a March 2009 meeting with numerous retail
trade organizations where these organiza-
tions requested that groups participating in
the Wage and Hour Watch pilot program be
prohibited from giving out information
about their group while doing Wage and
Hour Watch activities. How did you respond
to that request, and what actions did you
take to follow up on that request?

This has to do with labor unions too.

I told the trade associations that their re-
quest was reasonable, that I would make
sure the participating groups would be spe-
cifically instructed to refrain from giving
out their own materials while doing Wage
and Hour Watch activities. I also told the
trade associations that their request would
be explicitly incorporated in any future writ-
ten agreements. Within a week of that meet-
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ing, I instructed Lorelei Boylan, Director of
Strategic Enforcement . .. to call each of
the groups participating in the Wage and
Hour Watch pilot and give them that in-
struction. Within a week after our conversa-
tion, she reported back to me that she had
contacted each of the groups, explained the
specific prohibition, and that they agreed to
it. Since then, I have, from time to time,
asked my staff if they were aware of any
problems with the groups’ complying with
that particular instruction, and they have
reported no problems.

Again, here is her e-mail. Some
talked about how these people would
go in and use authority to do some-
thing. It was compared to the Neigh-
borhood Watch program. As my friend
said, in the Neighborhood Watch pro-
gram, people can’t go into people’s
homes. Well, under this program, the
Wage and Hour Watch Program, they
could not go into a private employer’s
business either. They couldn’t go into
somebody’s office, somebody’s busi-
ness. They could go into a store where
the general public could go, yes. They
could go into Wal-Mart or they could
go into a retail establishment where
the public generally could go, but they
could not go into, let’s say, a manufac-
turing concern where the public was
not allowed to go, the same as Neigh-
borhood Watch. You couldn’t go into
somebody’s home. You could sure go
into a community center. You could go
into a shopping center. You could do a
lot of things. You could go to the pub-
lic park as Neighborhood Watch.

But here is a letter from Patricia
Smith dated January 15, 2009, long be-
fore any of this stuff ever came out:

Dear Labor Standards Staff:

I want to let you know about a new pilot
program we will be announcing on Friday
called ‘““Wage Watch.” The goal of the pro-
gram, as with all of our enforcement efforts,
is labor law compliance throughout the
state.

Complying with the law. Anybody op-
posed to that? But here is the impor-
tant paragraph:

Please note that the groups and individ-
uals who participate as Wage Watchers will
not be agents, employees, or official rep-
resentatives of the Labor Department. They
are not replacing staff and they are not
going to be conducting investigations of any
kind. Their role is limited to doing outreach
and community education, and to reporting
any violations they encounter to the Divi-
sion.

I don’t think you can get much clear-
er than that. That went out on Janu-
ary 15.

There was one other thing I guess I
have to respond to, and that is that
there is some confusion as to whether
the idea for this came about internally
or whether it was external. Again, I
don’t understand what the big problem
is. Who cares where it came from?
Again, it is a legal operation, ethical,
aboveboard, not nefarious in any way.

There is some problem about whether
it came from internally or outside.
When Patricia Smith testified at the
hearing, she was being accused of mis-
leading us because she said it was ‘“‘an
internally crafted group’ and that ‘it
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was only after we sat down and crafted
it ourselves that we reached out to
groups to see if they would be inter-
ested.”

Well, I have met with Ms. Smith. We
have talked about this. We went
through all the records. At that point
in time when she testified that was to
the best of her knowledge, that it had
come from the people in her depart-
ment and that they had suggested this
and then they were going to go to out-
side groups to get people involved.

What she didn’t know is that some
people on her staff had been meeting
with outside groups in terms of coming
up with this kind of an approach. Then
she corrected it later on when she said:
Yes, I found out later that some people
on my staff had done this.

But, again, let’s keep in mind there
was nothing inappropriate about this.
There was nothing inappropriate about
her staff meeting with outside groups
to talk about this. Absolutely nothing.
She just happened to make a mistake
in front of the committee in saying
they hadn’t gone to outside groups be-
fore it came up, and actually it had
been discussed with outside groups
with her staff.

What is the big deal? Is someone say-
ing there is something illegal? No,
there is nothing illegal about that.
Again, there is nothing inappropriate
about it. It was simply a mistake she
made in her testimony because she
didn’t have full knowledge of what her
staff had been doing at that point in
time in that Wage and Hour Watch.

Lastly, I know it will be said: Can
she manage a large organization if she
doesn’t know about what one staff per-
son may have done in terms of talking
to an outside group? Well, as I point
out, she ran an $11 billion agency, 4,000
employees. Her focus more than any-
thing—and I have talked to her about
this, and I talked earlier about it with
the charts I had—was going after these
employers who were cheating people
out of their minimum wage, taking
away retirement benefits, working
them overtime and not paying them
overtime. She was getting money back
for these families. This was a $6,000
pilot project in an $11 billion agency.
So she may have missed a little bit
here or missed something there or
missed one person talking to some-
body.

I would be more upset about it if it
were illegal activity. If, in fact, these
things had been going on and they were
not legal, they were not ethical, yes,
then I would say the buck stops here,
you bet. But that is not the case. This
is perfectly legal, perfectly ethical.

So I can understand if something
went on in that agency in a small pilot
project and she didn’t know every sin-
gle thing about it and who talked to
whom and when something occurred.
That is the essence, as I understand it,
of the arguments on the other side.
That seems to be the essence of it.

I think it is making a mountain out
of a molehill. She is perfectly qualified
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to be the Solicitor, and I hope the vote
coming up shortly will confirm that.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Wyoming.

Mr. ENZI. Mr. President, in light of
the 20 minutes that we just heard in
defense, and he had spoken previously
before I spoke, I ask unanimous con-
sent for an additional 5 minutes to
briefly comment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? Without objection, it is so
ordered.

Mr. ENZI. Mr. President, there are so
many places that a person needs to go
if Ms. Smith does make it through the
cloture vote. Of course, I have a lot
more documents and information I will
be sharing with people. I don’t even
know where to begin on the rebuttal to
what has been said.

Internally crafted, no. It was brought
to them by the unions. We can show
where that came from. The Senator
from Iowa mentioned that she met
with small businesses in March. The
program started in January with no
input from small business. This is
going to affect small business. They
should have had the opportunity to
comment on how the program would
work, because there are a lot of privacy
and other related issues in this.

When somebody comes to you with a
State card from the Department of
Labor of New York, they could prob-
ably g0 anywhere in the business they
want to. They have only had 1 day of
training in order to be able to do this.
Does that make them an expert in
OSHA and in wage and hour law? I
don’t think so. But there are safety and
security and invasion of privacy issues
that were ignored, or it was con-
sciously decided they weren’t impor-
tant.

We asked about background checks
on those who were trained and gave the
State identification cards to:

There is no formal vetting process for the
New York Department of Labor to partner
with an entity. Instead, the Department re-
lies primarily on prior experience working
with the group. For the Wage and Hour
Watch pilot, the Department selected the
groups that were asked to join based on prior
experience working with them on a more in-
formal basis.

They did consider the possibility of a
background check on the groups but
ultimately rejected that idea after in-
quiring as to whether Neighborhood
Watch groups are subjected to back-
grounds checks. The Department was
informed that the groups participating
in this more sensitive crime prevention
partnership were not subject to a back-
ground check.

In her Senate response, Ms. Smith in
part explains the lack of a background
check because the program is modeled
on the National Sheriff Association’s
Neighborhood Watch program. Nota-
bly, however, unlike Wage and Hour
Watch, Neighborhood Watch is purely
an observe and report program. Par-
ticipants do not investigate crimes and
are strongly cautioned against doing
so, nor are they allowed to enter pri-
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vate property or businesses in con-
ducting their operations. Calling the
police about suspicious activity in a
public area is significantly different
than investigating the wages and hours
of individual employees and recording
their personal contact information.

This decision to allow those who may
have criminal records—no backgrounds
check—or may not be legal residents—
no background check—in the United
States to be trained and gather infor-
mation under cover of New York State
authority is also compounded by the
types of information being gathered.
That is a little different than Neigh-
borhood Watch too. Ms. Smith author-
ized the training provided to partici-
pants that directed them to gather the
personal telephone number, vehicle li-
cense plate, and home address of busi-
ness owners they visited. As noted
above, the State also allowed that in-
formation to be kept and used for other
purposes outside of Wage and Hour
Watch.

I have more things I could go into.
For instance, in a memorandum to Ms.
Smith in January 2009, NYDOL offi-
cials point out that all pilot groups
would be taught ‘‘guidance on what
level of information is needed for
‘anonymous’ Wage and Hour Watch
tip.”” They wouldn’t be able to tell if an
anonymous tip was inaccurate. In
other words, it could be used for har-
assment.

There are a lot of problems with the
program. I will be going into them to-
morrow if cloture is successful.

I yield the floor.

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, today,
the Senate will try to end yet another
Republican filibuster and invoke clo-
ture on the nomination of Patricia
Smith to be Solicitor General for the
Department of Labor. This is the 15th
filibuster against President Obama’s
nominees.

Commissioner Smith is a well-quali-
fied nominee who has decades of expe-
rience working on labor issues, and a
strong record as labor commissioner
for the State of New York. The Senate
Committee on Health, Education,
Labor and Pensions held a hearing on
her nomination in May and reported it
favorably to the Senate last October.
Commissioner Smith should have been
confirmed long ago. However, as has
become all too common in this Con-
gress, the Republican minority con-
tinues to block the Senate from even
considering her nomination and giving
her the up or down vote they not long
ago insisted was the constitutional
right of every nominee. Instead, the
Senate is faced with another Repub-
lican filibuster.

Nothing I have seen suggests there is
a reason to Dblock Commissioner
Smith’s nomination from receiving
Senate consideration. If some Senators
oppose the strong enforcement of laws
to protect American workers, they can
vote against the nomination.

Some seek to justify this delay by
creating controversy over ‘‘Wage
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Watch,” a pilot program started by the
New York Department of Labor under
Commissioner Smith designed to en-
courage Department employees to re-
port labor law violations. This seems
to be a controversy generated by those
who disagree with the program. What
is so troubling about this filibuster is
how difficult it has become to deter-
mine which nominations Senate Re-
publicans are merely blocking as part
of their political strategy of obstruc-
tion and delay of President Obama’s
nominees.

If cloture is invoked and we are fi-
nally able to consider the Smith nomi-
nation, we will then have the oppor-
tunity to end the filibuster of another
nomination, that of Martha Johnson to
head the General Services Administra-
tion, GSA. Her nomination has been
stalled on the Senate Executive Cal-
endar since June 8 due to the opposi-
tion of a single Republican Senator
over a dispute with GSA about plans
for a Federal building in his home
State. The will of the Senate and the
needs of the American people are held
hostage by a single Senator.

This should not be the way the Sen-
ate acts. Last week in his State of the
Union Message, President Obama told
Congress and the American people:
“The confirmation of well-qualified
public servants shouldn’t be held hos-
tage to the pet projects or grudges of a
few individual senators.”

Unfortunately, we have seen the re-
peated use of filibusters, and delay and
obstruction have become the new norm
for the Republican minority. We have
seen unprecedented obstruction by
Senate Republicans on issue after
issue—over 100 filibusters last year
alone, which has affected 70 percent of
all Senate action. Instead of time
agreements and the will of the major-
ity, the Senate is faced with a require-
ment to find 60 Senators to overcome a
filibuster on issue after issue. Those
who just a short time ago said that a
majority vote is all that should be
needed to confirm a nomination, and
that filibusters of nominations are un-
constitutional, have reversed them-
selves and now employ any delaying
tactic they can.

The Republican practice of making
supermajorities the new standard to
proceed to consider many non-
controversial and well-qualified nomi-
nations for important posts in the ex-
ecutive branch, and to fill vacancies on
the Federal courts, has had a dev-
astating effect. As a result of this Re-
publican strategy, there are currently
75 nominations pending on the Senate’s
Executive Calendar for important posi-
tions throughout the executive branch
and the judiciary, all but nine of them
pending since last year.

There are 19 judicial and executive
nominations pending on the Senate Ex-
ecutive Calendar that were reported fa-
vorably by the Senate Judiciary Com-
mittee, all of them reported with bipar-
tisan support. In fact, 16 of the nomina-
tions reported by the committee were

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

reported without a single dissenting
vote. These nominations are not con-
troversial. They should be easy to con-
sider and confirm.

Five more nominations reported by
the committee were pending on the
Senate Executive Calendar at the end
of last year, but Republicans insisted
that they be returned to the President
rather than held in place. Two were ju-
dicial nominees and three were nomi-
nees to head divisions at the Justice
Department as Assistant Attorneys
General. One of those nominations had
been reported by the Senate Judiciary
Committee by voice vote, with no dis-
sent.

Despite the fact that President
Obama began sending judicial nomi-
nees to the Senate 2 months earlier
than President Bush, last year’s total
was the fewest judicial nominees con-
firmed in the first year of a Presidency
since 1953, a year in which President
Eisenhower only made nine nomina-
tions all year, all of which were con-
firmed. The number of confirmations
was even below the 17 the Senate Re-
publican majority allowed to be con-
firmed in the 1996 session.

Only 12 of President Obama’s judicial
nominations to Federal circuit and dis-
trict courts were confirmed all last
year, less than half of what we
achieved during President Bush’s first
tumultuous year. We have confirmed
only two more this year, after Repub-
licans objected to consideration of the
nomination of Joseph Greenaway of
New Jersey to the Third Circuit, a
nomination reported by the committee
last October 1 by unanimous consent.

Democrats did not practice this kind
of obstruction and delay in considering
President Bush’s nominations. In the
second half of 2001, the Democratic ma-
jority in the Senate proceeded to con-
firm 28 judges. By this date during
President Bush’s first term, the Senate
had confirmed 30 circuit and district
court nominations compared to only 14
for President Obama. In the 17 months
that I chaired the Senate Judiciary
Committee during President Bush’s
first term, the Senate confirmed 100 of
his judicial nominees.

During President Bush’s last year in
office, with Democrats again in the
majority, we had reduced judicial va-
cancies to as low as 34, even though it
was a Presidential election year. When
President Bush left office, we had re-
duced vacancies in nine of the 13 Fed-
eral circuits.

As matters stand today, judicial va-
cancies have spiked and are being left
unfilled. We started 2010 with the high-
est number of vacancies on article IIT
courts since 1994, when the vacancies
created by the last comprehensive
judgeship bill were still being filled.
While it has been nearly 20 years since
we enacted a Federal judgeship bill, ju-
dicial vacancies are nearing record lev-
els, with 102 current vacancies and an-
other 21 already announced. If we had
proceeded on the judgeship bill rec-
ommended by the Judicial Conference
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to address the growing burden on our
Federal judiciary, as we did in 1984 and
1990, in order to provide the resources
the courts need, current vacancies
would stand over 160 today. That is the
true measure of how far behind we have
fallen. Justice should not be delayed or
denied to any American because of
overburdened courts and the lack of
Federal judges. The rule of law de-
mands more. The American people de-
serve better.

Among the nominees ready for Sen-
ate approval are nine Federal judicial
nominees reported by the Senate Judi-
ciary Committee. Two would fill va-
cancies on the Third Circuit, three
would fill vacancies on the Fourth Cir-
cuit, and there are nominees to fill va-
cancies on the First, Second and Sixth
Circuits, as well as a district court
nominee to Wisconsin. The delay in
considering them is also part of this ef-
fort to delay and obstruct. dJudge
Greenaway, about whom Senators LLAU-
TENBERG and MENENDEZ spoke last
week, was reported by unanimous con-
sent back in October, four months ago.

Two weeks ago the Majority Leader
tried to get agreement to take up the
nomination of Judge Greenaway, the
next judicial nominee on the Senate
Executive Calendar, but Republican ob-
jections continue to stall comnsider-
ation. That is a shame. He is a good
judge. Senator SESSIONS praised him at
his confirmation hearing. Why he is
being stalled I do not know, and no one
has explained. Even after the state-
ments by the New Jersey Senators, no
one has come forward to explain the
hold up from the Republican leader-
ship. Judge Greenaway is one of the
many outstanding judicial nominations
reported by the Senate Judiciary Com-
mittee that remain stalled on the Sen-
ate Executive Calendar. They should
have been confirmed last year and
would have but for Republican objec-
tion. When considered, they will be
confirmed but not before being need-
lessly delayed for months.

They insisted on debate on the nomi-
nation of Judge Gerard Lynch, who was
confirmed with more than 90 votes. Re-
publicans insisted on hours of debate
for the nomination of Judge Andre
Davis, who was confirmed with more
than 70 votes. Senate Republicans un-
successfully filibustered the nomina-
tion of Judge David Hamilton last No-
vember, having delayed its consider-
ation for months. For at least 2 addi-
tional months, Judge Beverly Martin’s
nomination was stalled because Repub-
licans would not agree to consider it
before January 20. Judge Martin, of
course, had the strong support of both
of her home state Republican Senators,
Senator CHAMBLISS and Senator
ISAKSON, and the highest possible rat-
ing from the American Bar Associa-
tion’s Standing Committee on the Fed-
eral Judiciary.

The Democratic leadership sought to
build on our belated progress two
weeks ago when we were allowed fi-
nally to consider and confirm Judge
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Martin. We asked for agreement to
consider the mnomination of Judge
Greenaway. As the Majority Leader in-
dicated two weeks ago: ‘‘[The Demo-
cratic] majority was in a position to
agree to a vote on the nomination of
Joseph Greenaway to be a U.S. circuit
judge for the Third Circuit. However, 1
was advised the Republicans would not
agree to such request.” This is CON-
GRESSIONAL RECORD S166, January 22,
2010, daily ed. Again, Senate Repub-
licans have withheld consent and have
objected to consideration of a nominee.

None of the nine Federal circuit and
district court nominations currently
pending on the Senate Executive Cal-
endar should be controversial. Six were
reported by the Senate Judiciary Com-
mittee without a single dissenting
vote. One had one negative vote, one
had three negatives votes and the
nominee from Tennessee supported by
Senator ALEXANDER had 4 negatives
votes but 15 in favor, including 3 Re-
publicans. We have wasted weeks and
months having to seek time agree-
ments in order to consider nominations
that were reported by the Senate Judi-
ciary Committee unanimously and who
are then confirmed unanimously by the
Senate once they were finally allowed
to be considered. That obstruction and
delay continues.

The American people deserve better.
The cost will be felt by ordinary Amer-
icans seeking justice in our overbur-
dened Federal courts. President Obama
has reached across the aisle and
worked with Republican Senators, in-
cluding Senators LUGAR, MARTINEZ,
SHELBY, SESSIONS, THUNE, ALEXANDER,
BURR, CHAMBLISS and ISAKSON, who all
have supported his judicial nominees. I
wish Senator Republicans and the Sen-
ate Republican leadership would recon-
sider their tactics of obstruction and
delay and work with us and with the
President.

The Republican minority must be-
lieve that this partisan playbook of ob-
struction will reap political benefit for
them and damage to the President. But
the people who pay the price for this
political calculation are the American
people who depend on the government
being able to do its job. I hope that Re-
publican Senators will rethink their
political strategy and return to the
Senate’s tradition of promptly consid-
ering noncontroversial nominations.

During his State of the Union Ad-
dress last Tuesday night, President
Obama talked with us about the ‘‘def-
icit of trust—deep and corrosive doubts
about how Washington works that have
been growing for years.”” He urged that
we show the American people that we
can work together. Regrettably the
Senate is being required to dedicate
today and tomorrow to freeing one of
the long-delayed nominations the
President has sent to the Senate for
advice and consent. This is not work-
ing together. This is yet another in-
stance in which Senate Republicans
have decided to delay and obstruct.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the clerk will re-
port the motion to invoke cloture.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

CLOTURE MOTION

We, the undersigned Senators, in accord-
ance with the provisions of rule XXII of the
Standing Rules of the Senate, hereby move
to bring to a close debate on the nomination
of M. Patricia Smith, of New York, to be So-
licitor for the Department of Labor.

Harry Reid, Tom Harkin, Jeff Bingaman,
Mark Begich, Byron L. Dorgan, Edward
E. Kaufman, Barbara Boxer, Benjamin
L. Cardin, Robert Menendez, Kay R.
Hagan, Sheldon Whitehouse, Barbara
A. Mikulski, Jon Tester, Roland W.
Burris, Kirsten E. Gillibrand, Bill Nel-
son, Mary L. Landrieu.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. By unan-
imous consent, the mandatory quorum
call has been waived.

The question is, Is it the sense of the
Senate that debate on the nomination
of M. Patricia Smith, of New York, to
be Solicitor for the Department of
Labor shall be brought to a close?

The yeas and nays are mandatory
under the rule.

The clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk called
the roll.

Mr. KYL. The following Senators are
necessarily absent: the Senator from
Missouri (Mr. BOND), the Senator from
New Hampshire (Mr. GREGG), the Sen-
ator from Texas (Mrs. HUTCHISON), the
Senator from Arizona (Mr. MCCAIN),
the Senator from Kansas (Mr. ROB-
ERTS), the Senator from Louisiana (Mr.
VITTER), the Senator from Idaho (Mr.
RIscH), and the Senator from North
Carolina (Mr. BURR).

Further, if present and voting, the
Senator from Idaho (Mr. RISCH), would
have voted ‘‘nay.”

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. BEN-
NET). Are there any other Senators in
the Chamber desiring to vote?

The yeas and nays resulted—yeas 60,
nays 32, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 17 Ex.]

YEAS—60
Akaka Franken Mikulski
Baucus Gillibrand Murray
Bayh Hagan Nelson (NE)
Begich Harkin Nelson (FL)
Bennet Inouye Pryor
Bingaman Johnson Reed
Boxer Kaufman Reid
Brown Kerry Rockefeller
Burris Kirk Sanders
Byrd Klobuchar Schumer
Cantwell Kohl Shaheen
Cardin Landrieu Specter
Carper Lautenberg Stabenow
Casey Leahy Tester
Conrad Levin Udall (CO)
Dodd Lieberman Udall (NM)
Dorgan Lincoln Warner
Durbin McCaskill Webb
Feingold Menendez Whitehouse
Feinstein Merkley Wyden

NAYS—32
Alexander Collins Grassley
Barrasso Corker Hatch
Bennett Cornyn Inhofe
Brownback Crapo Isakson
Bunning DeMint Johanns
Chambliss Ensign Kyl
Coburn Enzi LeMieux
Cochran Graham Lugar

February 1, 2010

McConnell Shelby Voinovich
Murkowski Snowe Wicker
Sessions Thune

NOT VOTING—38
Bond Hutchison Roberts
Burr McCain Vitter
Gregg Risch

The PRESIDING OFFICER. On this
vote the yeas are 60, the nays are 32.
Three-fifths of the Senators duly cho-
sen and sworn having voted in the af-
firmative, the motion is agreed to.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent, notwithstanding rule
XXII, that the Senate consider the fol-
lowing nominations: Calendar No. 561,
Clifford Stanley, to be Under Secretary
of Defense for Personnel and Readiness;
Calendar No. 603, Laura Kennedy, to be
U.S. Representative to the Conference
on Disarmament; Calendar No. 614,
Philip Goldberg, to be Assistant Sec-
retary of State for Intelligence and Re-
search; Calendar No. 615, Caryn Wag-
ner, to be Under Secretary for Intel-
ligence and Analysis with the Depart-
ment of Homeland Security; that the
nominees be confirmed en bloc, the mo-
tions to reconsider be laid on the table
en bloc, any statements relating to the
nominations appear at the appropriate
place in the RECORD as if read, and the
President be immediately notified of
the Senate’s action.

Prior to there being a statement on
whether this is accepted, let me say,
these are all critically important to
the safety and security of this Nation:
Clifford Stanley, Under Secretary of
Defense; Laura Xennedy, the Con-
ference on Disarmament; Philip Gold-
berg, Assistant Secretary of State for
Intelligence and Research; and Caryn
Wagner to be Under Secretary for In-
telligence and Analysis with the De-
partment of Homeland Security. Every
one of these are very important, I re-
peat, to the security and safety of our
Nation.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. SHELBY. I object.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard.

The Senator from Ohio is recognized.

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, I rise to
speak in support of the nomination of
Patricia Smith, currently commis-
sioner of labor for the State of New
York, as the Solicitor of Labor.

We just had a vote where, again, 40
people tried to block the nomination of
a key position at the Department of
Labor. This is a position that matters
to workers. It is a position that mat-
ters to the middle class. It is a position
that has remained unfilled for 1 whole
year. It has been 1 year since President
Obama has been sworn in. This is one
of the top officials of the Labor Depart-
ment. It is a department which, frank-
ly, the Bush administration didn’t put
much stock in. The Bush administra-
tion didn’t much care about enforcing
the rules about labor, didn’t much care
about putting government on the side
of the workers in terms of worker safe-
ty, in terms of wages, in terms of all
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the things a Labor Department is there
for—to make sure people are rewarded
for their labor; that people who work
with their hands, people who work with
their brains are compensated for the
fruits of their labor. It is such an
American success story, of people
working hard, getting ahead and being
compensated for what they do and
sharing in the wealth they create for
their employer through pay and bene-
fits.

That doesn’t seem to be the way 40
Members of this body look at the
world. The Solicitor of Labor is the
third-ranking leader at the Depart-
ment of Labor. She will be charged, if
confirmed, with enforcing the full
scope of the Federal laws protecting
labor rights and employment rights.
These are not trivial matters. They are
important protections that reflect core
American values: fair hiring practices,
safe working conditions, retirement se-
curity, and the payment of wages and
benefits rightfully earned.

Let me give an example: There has
been a practice in northeast Ohio—and
across the country, we find out—where,
when you go to a restaurant and you
don’t pay your bill and you walk out of
the restaurant, in many cases it is the
person who waited on your table who
ends up paying the bill. If you skip out
on your bill—as has happened more and
more and more in this recession—it is
not management who eats the cost, it
is typically the worker, the waiter, the
waitress, the server who eats that cost.

There are two cases—one in Colum-
bus—where I believe it was a waitress,
in this case, who chased a person out of
the restaurant who didn’t pay their bill
and she was hit by a car and is para-
lyzed. There was a case in Texas where
a server chased someone who didn’t
pay the bill out to the parking lot and
was hit by a car and was killed.

The reason they do that is they are
trying to make the patron behave and
do the right thing, but they paid the
ultimate price for that. You know
why? Because the Department of Labor
has not enforced laws that protect that
worker. Those are just two examples—
one in Columbus and one, I believe, in
Dallas or somewhere in Texas.

There are only a few people who I am
aware of who have expressed any con-
cerns over Commissioner Smith’s nom-
ination. The Commissioner will enforce
these rules that simply aren’t being en-
forced—and were not enforced during
the 8 years of the previous administra-
tion, which almost always sided with
management over any real labor con-
cerns—over wages, over safety, over
worker concerns.

A handful of Republicans have voiced
opposition due to supposed discrep-
ancies in Commissioner Smith’s testi-
mony before the Health, HEducation,
Labor, and Pensions Committee. They
disingenuously cite her statements re-
garding a small pilot program that
constituted $6,000 of the Department’s
$11 billion budget. In response to writ-
ten questions, Commissioner Smith
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clarified her statements to the full sat-
isfaction of Chairman HARKIN.

Despite this, Republicans on the
HELP Committee have held up the
nomination process. Again, it has been
1 year and she is not sitting there yet—
1 year of Republicans saying no, of
blocking things, of obstruction. They
have gone so far as to call for the with-
drawal of the nomination altogether.

It is irresponsible to cause a lengthy
delay for a position that is so impor-
tant. This isn’t an inconsequential po-
sition that doesn’t matter. It is a posi-
tion that affects workers’ rights, that
affects workers’ pay, that affects work-
ers’ ability to be part of the middle
class. This position is particularly crit-
ical to the needs of workers in this
country.

We all know, in the last 10 years,
until this recession, profits generally
were up, the economy was growing—
until this recession, until 2007—yet
workers’ wages didn’t keep up. Part of
the reason is because we had a Labor
Department that simply didn’t care
about enforcing these rules. We have a
responsibility to provide leadership at
the highest level to ensure American
workers of their right to an honest
day’s work.

I am pleased the President has nomi-
nated a candidate who is as well-quali-
fied as Patricia Smith to be our Na-
tion’s next Solicitor of Labor. She pre-
viously served as the New York attor-
ney general’s labor bureau chief, where
she argued and won two cases before
the U.S. Supreme Court.

Her tenure as commissioner has come
at a difficult period. Yet she has met
the challenge with great profes-
sionalism and dedication. She has gar-
nered support in New York State,
where she worked in both the business
and labor communities. The Business
Council of New York State—not ex-
actly the State AFL-CIO—said her
record shows her to be ‘‘thorough, fair,
and judicious in the use of the tools at
her disposal to ensure compliance with
New York’s labor law.”

Local chambers of commerce have
also expressed their support, saying
they ‘““have enjoyed not only attention
and engagement from Patricia Smith,
but a genuine working partnership.”

She has received commendations
while serving under both Democratic
and Republican administrations. One
Republican New York Senator observed
that she ‘“has worked in a positive, bi-
partisan manner.” The New York con-
gressional delegation—both parties—
unanimously supports her.

Yet 40 Republicans have again said
no and tried to block what we are try-
ing to do, what the President simply
wants to do—to fill this position.

Let me conclude with a short story.
Today, I was at Hugo Boss, which is a
clothing manufacturer in Cleveland,
OH. It is actually Brooklyn, a suburb
of Cleveland. This Hugo Boss plant is
one of the last manufacturing compa-
nies of men’s suits, pants, and sport
coats in the United States. It is Hugo
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Boss’s last manufacturing plant. Hugo
Boss has said this is a profitable oper-
ation. Hugo Boss is a German com-
pany. This is a profitable operation in
greater Cleveland making suits, but
they say they would make more if they
moved their production to Turkey, and
that is what they are going to do.

I met with some of the 400 workers
today. They make no more than $15 an
hour, many less than that. They are
paid pretty good benefits. It is one
more case where our trade laws and tax
laws undercut manufacturing. These
are jobs that barely get their workers
to the middle class. A lot of husbands
and wives both work at Hugo Boss, so
I am hopeful they change their mind.
At the same time, Hugo Boss says they
are expanding their operations in the
United States, but those operations are
in the sales force. They are going to
open more stores in the United States.
They are expanding their sales force,
but they have decided to eliminate pro-
duction in the United States.

Again, this is happening not because
they are not making a profit in Cleve-
land but because they can make a big-
ger profit in Turkey. I think this illus-
trates, again, that it is time our gov-
ernment—whether it is enforcement of
our labor laws with Patricia Smith or
trade agreements and tax laws—comes
down on the side of the workers, comes
down on the side of communities. We
know what this will mean for Cleve-
land, OH, in terms of taxes. We know
what it will mean for those 400 work-
ers. We know what it will mean for
those families. It is not good for any-
body. It is important that at least we
speak today in support of Patricia
Smith, to show that this body will
stand for workers and do the right
thing.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Georgia is recognized.

Mr. ISAKSON. I ask to be recognized
for up to 10 minutes as in morning
business.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

——————

UNINTENDED CONSEQUENCES OF
WELL-INTENDED REGULATION

Mr. ISAKSON. Mr. President, I rise
tonight following on the heels of three
more bank closings in my State last
Friday; not new banks, one of them
over 60 years old, one of them over 100
years old. I want to talk for a few min-
utes tonight about the unintended con-
sequences of well-intended regulation.

We are now going into the 26th
month of the current recession. This
will arguably be the longest recession
post-World War IT America has experi-
enced. I can tell you from having gone
through four of the recessions post-
1960, this is by far the worst of any-
thing that we experienced. We are at a
point where we have to make some
good, solid decisions, but we have to
help our economy, help our businesses,
and help our financial institutions.
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Don’t get me wrong at the outset. I
am not talking about waiving or dis-
pensing or looking the other way. I am
not talking about loosie-goosie regula-
tion which got us into the mess we are
in: shoddy underwriting and poor cred-
it. But what I am talking about are re-
alistic approaches to difficult problems
and looking to our past to understand
the answers for our future.

I wish to talk about rule 114, which is
called mark to market. Mark to mar-
ket is where an appraisal of an asset
held by a bank is appraised at what it
would sell for today, and in many cases
because of a difficult real estate mar-
ket, in both commercial and residen-
tial, those values are dramatically de-
pressed, in most cases below the loan
that is against them. So the asset dete-
riorates, the asset side of the balance
sheet of the bank deteriorates, and you
have difficult problems.

In the late 1980s and early 1990s we
had a similar period of time. We had
something called the Resolution Trust
Corporation, the RTC. It was kind of a
bad bank that took all the assets of the
failed savings and loans around the
United States. We waived mark to mar-
ket for 3 years. We had a 3-year mora-
torium so the banking institutions and
their regulators could deal with loans
in a practical, pragmatic way rather
than Draconian, rigid application of
mark to market.

Second, we have to consider doing
something on the appraisal rules that
have been passed down. I have talked
to our Secretary of HUD on this mat-
ter, and I intend to talk to him more
about it. I was in Clayton County, GA,
south of Atlanta, just 2 weeks ago, a
county that has been hit hard by the
housing recession, a county where val-
ues are 42 percent below what they
were in 2006. That is a significant de-
cline.

I talked to one realtor after another
and one lender after another who told
me the interesting thing that has hap-
pened. With the new appraisal regula-
tions, the appraisals on these houses
when they sell at a short sale or fore-
closure are coming in at exceedingly
low values. But when the people have
to get their homeowners insurance to
insure the house, they are having to in-
sure the house for more than they paid
for it. Why? Because you can buy
houses in Georgia today or around the
country for less than what it costs to
replace them.

When I entered the business in the
1960s, cost to replace was the principal
way real estate was evaluated. Later,
comparable sales took over cost to re-
place. I think it is time we look at cost
to replace becoming the primary mech-
anism for establishing lending and in-
surance purposes.

The short sale situation is another
problem. It has taken banks in some
cases 10 to 12 months to give somebody
an answer on a short sale. A short sale,
for those listening, is when you have a
house and you are in default, you can’t
pay your loan but it is not in fore-
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closure yet, you find a buyer who can
pay 80 cents on the dollar.

Say you owe $100,000, and they can
pay $80,000. You go to your bank and
say: Will you take $80,000 and forgive
the $20,000 and let me sell this property
rather than foreclose it? Banks are re-
luctant to make decisions and most of
the time, therefore, they didn’t. Those
houses they could have sold on a short
sale go into foreclosure. When they go
into foreclosure, more often than not
they are vandalized. Their value de-
clines 1, 2, 3 percent a month and the
house comes out at an even lower
value.

To show you the value of some well-
intended regulation, I want to com-
mend the Treasury because last week
the Treasury issued a ruling to banks
that received TARP money that they
must respond within 10 days on any
short sale offer on a mortgage that
bank holds. We are going to see a re-
markable change in Denver, in At-
lanta, in Houston, and a lot of other
places. We are going to see some sales
that have not been taking place start
to take place. We are going to see some
inventory reabsorbed. I commend the
Treasury on their good approach to
short sales.

I wish to talk a minute about loss-
share. The FDIC has come up with a
loss-share proposal for the banks that
take the troubled assets of banks that
have failed. FDIC says: If you will take
these assets, we will guarantee the
most you can lose is 20 percent on the
value. We will cover the other 80. But
to make sure we do not get in worse
trouble, you cannot extend credit be-
yond 10 percent of the debt owed to the
borrower.

The problem with that is a lot of
these assets are, in fact, performing,
but they have not been completed yet.
To complete the asset so it begins to
pay back, sometimes you have to ex-
tend credit beyond 10 or 15 or 20 per-
cent. To have an absolute rule that you
cannot is causing loans to go bad or to
go unfunded that otherwise should
have been funded.

In 1974, we went through a housing
recession as deep and as problematic as
the one today. Foreclosures were every
bit as rampant—maybe not as big in
numbers but as rampant and as dif-
ficult. As is beginning to happen now,
the commercial loans began to fail in
1975.

An interesting thing happened
around the country. Commercial lend-
ers and the regulators recognized very
quickly if they foreclosed on commer-
cial loans like they had foreclosed on
residential loans, the banking system
would collapse; the asset side of almost
all banks would collapse. So what they
decided to do was encourage banks to
work out these assets by going to the
developer who was in trouble, who
owed the money, and say: I'll tell you
what. If you deed this property back to
us in lieu of foreclosure and then let us
hire you on an earned-out process so
we can develop our way out of this debt
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rather than foreclose ourselves into a
loss—and more often than not, prob-
ably three out of every four trans-
actions, it happened.

The house I live in today I built on a
lot I bought in a subdivision that had
been taken back by the C&S National
Bank. They had hired the developer to
do a workout. I bought it at a good
price and later did most of the sales in
the development. It became a great de-
velopment, and the bank eventually
was made whole. The bank would have
lost lots of money if they had to take
that thing and foreclose on it and had
not worked it out.

I encourage our regulators to give
the great American ingenuity and en-
trepreneurship the chance to work.
Sure, some of these people are in trou-
ble, but there are avenues outside of
that trouble.

There has been a lot of talk about
taxing banks that receive TARP
money. I want to address that for a
second because, the best I can tell,
every bank that has received TARP
money is paying it back at a 5-percent
dividend. We are making a profit. The
only people who have not paid it back
are GM and Chrysler, who probably
never will. But if we put that much
more of a burden on top of the people
who are paying us, and paying a pre-
mium when we have a banking system
under stress and duress, it is only mak-
ing it more and more impossible for
them to stay in business, for them to
be vibrant and come back to bring
credit to our communities.

On that point, with mark to market
enforced at a Draconian rate, with ap-
praisal rules driving down the values of
properties that are financed by the
banks, with the regulatory environ-
ment being so stiff to recognize losses
and deteriorate the balance sheet,
there is not any credit for small busi-
ness to speak of.

We are making a recession that is
deep, that is broad, and that is perva-
sive worse because of the unintended
consequences of well-intended regula-
tion.

Last, I have enjoyed working with
Senator KAUFMAN so much over this
issue of short sales that I just want to
put in one more plug for what we
plugged in this entire session and en-
courage the SEC. In the collapse that
took place in the markets, one of the
things that went out of hand was the
short selling of financial stocks to ter-
rible lows. That short selling took
place in large measure because there
was no uptick rule, which was the old
rule that was good for years on the
stock market that once you had a de-
clining value in the stock, if it ticked
up on a trade, you stopped the short
selling from continuing to take place.

We need the SEC to revisit it. They
took 30 days a year and a half ago and
suspended it and it helped, but we don’t
need those speculating in the market-
place to take unfair advantage of the
values of equities that are owned by
Americans all over this country for the
sake of making a buck on a short sale.
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My remarks are very simple. There
are unintended consequences to regula-
tion, and we need to start looking at
the cause and effect. Where we can find
opportunities for banks to work out,
for mark to market to be suspended,
for appraisals to be based on cost to re-
place rather than comparable sales, we
will begin to give the flexibility to the
banking system to begin to recover, to
stop the losses, stop the failures and,
over time, recover our economy.

I yield the remainder of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Pennsylvania.

Mr. CASEY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to speak as in
morning business.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered. The Senator
from Pennsylvania is recognized.

(The remarks of Mr. CASEY per-
taining to the introduction of S. 2973
are printed in today’s RECORD under
“Statements on Introduced Bills and
Joint Resolutions.”’)

Mr. CASEY. I yield the floor and sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. CASEY. I ask unanimous consent
that the order for the quorum call be
rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

————
MORNING BUSINESS

Mr. CASEY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senate
proceed to a period of morning busi-
ness, with Senators permitted to speak
for up to 10 minutes each.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

RECOGNIZING THE
CAMPBELLSVILLE LADY TIGERS

Mr. McCCONNELL. Mr. President, I
rise today to congratulate the Camp-
bellsville University Lady Tigers
volleyball team, winners of the first
national title for a team sport in that
university’s history. On December 5,
2009, the Lady Tigers swept the top-
seeded Mount Vernon Nazarene Univer-
sity Cougars in three sets to win the
National Christian College Athletic As-
sociation, NCCAA, Division I Women’s
Volleyball National Championship.

The Lady Tigers’ winning champion-
ship game capped an eight-match win
streak through the NCCAA Mid-East
Regional Tournament and the NCCAA
National Tournament. Every player on
the team contributed to this victory.
The members of this championship
team are Shannon Cahill, Lilian Da
Silva, Caitlin Dresing, Whitney
Haynes, Samantha James, Jovana
Koprivicia, Brooke Marcum, Caroline
Martin, Renee Netherton, Lilian Odek,
and Christiana Sindelar.

Two players also notched career
highs on the way to this national
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championship. Senior Jovana
Koprivicia of Serbia passed the 1,000
dig mark early this season, proving her
a crucial part of this team’s defense.

Senior Renee Netherton of Louis-
ville, KY, passed the 1,000 kill mark for
her career in the final national cham-
pionship match. Each one of those Kkills
represents a point for the Lady Tigers
that kept them on their march to vic-
tory.

Winning the NCCAA national cham-
pionship is obviously one of the great-
est thrills of these girls’ lifetimes. “I’'m
a little nervous to take my uniform off,
because once I do it’s over,” senior
Renee Netherton said. “I'm excited we
went out so strong. It’s such a great
feeling to be able to picture that last
hit in my head. That’s going to stay
with me forever.”

Success came often to the Lady Ti-
gers this season. They finished second
in the Mid-South Conference, won the
NCCAA Mid-East Region, and received
votes in both the National Association
of Intercollegiate Athletics, NAIA, and
NCCAA national polls all season.

Head coach Randy LeBleu not only
saw his team win the championship, he
also was named the NCCAA Division I
Coach of the Year. He coached the
Lady Tigers to 38-13 overall, a program
record for wins in a season. This was
his fifth and final season as the Lady
Tigers’ head coach; he finishes with a
172-52 career record. Assistant coach
Amy Eckenfels, who played a key role
in bringing this team to the champion-
ship, will take over as head coach next
season.

Founded in 1906, Campbellsville Uni-
versity has a tradition of teaching aca-
demic excellence, instilling a love of
life-long learning, and nurturing an en-
vironment of Christian fellowship. At-
tracting students from 97 Kentucky
counties, 30 States and 37 foreign na-
tions, they have a student body of 3,000
and enrollment is increasing. Kentucky
is grateful for the presence and the re-
wards of Campbellsville University.

I ask my colleagues to join me in
congratulating the Campbellsville
Lady Tigers for their impressive season
and for being the NCCAA Division I
Women’s Volleyball National Cham-
pions. Surely much success lies ahead
for the members of this winning team.

Mr. BUNNING. Mr. President, I rise
today in the Senate to pay tribute to
the Campbellsville University Lady Ti-
gers of Campbellsville, KY. On Decem-
ber 5, 2009, the Lady Tigers Volleyball
team won the National Christian Col-
lege Athletic Association Division I
Women’s Volleyball National Cham-
pionship in Kissimmee, FL.

For the coaches and young women on
this team, this is not just a trophy; it
is an affirmation that anything is pos-
sible with hard work and determina-
tion. These young women defeated the
top-seeded Mount Vernon Nazarene
University to complete an eight-match
win streak. Furthermore, this national
title is the first national team title for
Campbellsville University. Every sin-
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gle player on the team contributed to
this remarkable feat and several indi-
vidual records were set. The Lady Ti-
gers finished the season with a 38-13
overall record.

Not only are these young women ex-
cellent athletes, they also exemplify
the great academic tradition of Camp-
bellsville University. To earn this na-
tional title while measuring up to the
high academic standards of Campbells-
ville University shows the dedication
and work ethic these women possess.

I am very proud of the accomplish-
ments these young women have made.
I now ask my colleagues to join me in
congratulating the members and
coaching staff of the Lady Tigers for
their success. Campbellsville Univer-
sity and the Commonwealth of Ken-
tucky are fortunate to have such dis-
tinguished representation. These young
women are role models for all student
athletes.

———

BLACK HISTORY MONTH

Mr. UDALL of Colorado. Mr Presi-
dent, I rise to acknowledge the great
contributions of Colorado’s African-
American community in celebration of
Black History Month.

Colorado’s African-American commu-
nity has a long history in our State.
From the days of its settlement to
modern times, Colorado has benefited
from the Black community’s hard work
and dedication to making Colorado a
better place to live.

In contemporary times, we often for-
get about the diversity of settlers that
moved West during the expansion of
the United States. But, Black settlers
played an active and productive role in
the formation of the American West.
Many of these settlers found their free-
dom by moving West and became entre-
preneurs, traders, and leaders that
helped in the formation of Colorado as
a territory and State. Names of early
African-American westerners, such as
James Beckwourth and ‘““Aunt’ Clara
Brown, echo through Colorado history.

James Beckwourth was a true fron-
tiersman, leading expeditions into
Colorado’s Rocky Mountains in the
1820s and returning later in the 1830s to
serve at Fort Vasquez near Denver. In
the 1840s, he cofounded a fort and set-
tlement named Pueblo so he could
enter the lucrative trade business
along the Santa Fe Trail. This settle-
ment eventually became the city of
Pueblo and still serves as a commercial
hub for southeast Colorado.

“Aunt” Clara Brown is another
strong African-American figure who
fled slavery to establish an inde-
pendent life in the West. When she
reached Colorado in the 1860s, she
found a place that rewarded hard work.
She earned her living laundering the
clothes of miners in Central City and
served her community by helping oth-
ers in need regardless of their race. She
was a woman who valued a commit-
ment to her community and to pro-
viding opportunity to those who lacked
the resources to access it.
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These individuals—and countless oth-
ers—are real examples of the early con-
tributions of African Americans in Col-
orado and throughout the American
West. Yet I do not speak of these indi-
viduals so their stories remain in his-
tory books or museums, but instead to
highlight the continuing efforts and
contributions of Colorado’s Black com-
munity to our State. From the time
that James Beckwourth and ‘‘Aunt”
Clara Brown made their way to Colo-
rado along with other Black men,
women and children until present day,
there have been many other commu-
nity leaders, public officials, and entre-
preneurs who have overcome the strug-
gles of progress. They rose above the
challenges of frontier life and those
hard times of the great depression.
They joined many others to mine Colo-
rado’s mineral wealth and forge the
steel of Colorado’s railways to con-
tribute to Colorado’s burgeoning econ-
omy. They have fought in every major
American war to protect a collective
freedom that for so many years they
were denied. And they have risen in
solidarity to defend the civil rights of
every American citizen regardless of
the color of their skin.

Today, I am proud to see Colorado’s
African-American community continue
as a vibrant force in our State, just as
they can be found in our history.

As I marched recently in Denver’s
annual Martin Luther King, Jr.
“marade,” I was reminded of Dr. King’s
dream of a nation where people are not
judged by the color of their skin but by
the content of their character. We have
made much progress in working to ful-
fill Dr. King’s dream; and it was evi-
dent to me, that his message is still
being heard.

Mr. President, I hope all Coloradans
and Americans can reflect on the con-
tributions of African Americans of our
State and throughout our great Nation
not only during the Black History
Month but in every month of the year.

RECOGNIZING THE CUTTER OAK
CREW

Mr. DEMINT. Mr. President, I would
like to congratulate the crewmembers
of the U.S. Coast Guard Cutter Oak, a
225-foot sea-going Buoy Tender
homeported in Charleston, SC, for their
bravery, stamina, and fortitude in
their response to the tragic aftermath
of the earthquake in Port-au-Prince,
Haiti.

One day after the earthquake, with
just a few hours’ notice, the Oak’s
crewmembers departed from Charles-
ton stocked with medical supplies, food
provisions, and 62,880 bottles of water.
Their engineers and food service spe-
cialists worked around the clock to en-
sure the ship had all the supplies they
needed for the humanitarian rescue
mission, and on January 18, 2010, the
Coast Guard Cutter Oak arrived in
Haiti.

The crew faced a tremendous chal-
lenge both physically and mentally as
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they sought to open the port in Port-
au-Prince an provide humanitarian as-
sistance and evacuation for the criti-
cally injured. Working under the joint
task force and partnering with the Hai-
tian port officials and maritime com-
munity, the Oak’s crew surveyed the
port and placed out buoys to improve
the conditions. Having spent time in
Haiti on previous missions training the
Haitian Coast Guard members in CPR
and first aid, small arms maintenance,
and boat maintenance, the Oak’s crew-
members were able to quickly improve
the situation. I am especially proud of
the crew’s accomplishment in reopen-
ing the port to traffic on January 21,
2010. Because of their efforts, life-sav-
ing relief aid reached the Haitian peo-
ple.

In addition to opening the port, the
Oak’s crew distributed food, water, and
medical supplies and aided in evacu-
ating hundreds of American citizens
and critically injured Haitians to the
United States. Their quick response to
a terrifying situation saved the lives of
many people, and these impressive
achievements bring great credit upon
the Oak.

It is with great pride that I thank
Commander Mike Glander, the com-
manding officer of the Oak, and the
men and women under his command.

These crewmembers have upheld the
best traditions of the Coast Guard and
have represented the city of Charles-
ton, the State of South Carolina, and
this Nation with honor and distinction.
They have worked diligently to support
the values that make this Nation
great. I know the Coast Guard is espe-
cially proud of the heroic actions of the
Oak’s crewmembers, but on behalf of
the people of the State of South Caro-
lina and our great country, I salute the
outstanding work of the crewmembers
of the U.S. Coast Guard Cutter Oak.
This January, the men and women of
the Oak were a living expression to the
world of the Oak’s motto—Decora
Fides Robur—Honor, Faithfulness,
Strength.

———

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT

Messages from the President of the
United States were communicated to
the Senate by Mr. Pate, one of his sec-
retaries.

———————

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED

As in executive session the Presiding
Officer laid before the Senate messages
from the President of the TUnited
States submitting sundry nominations
which were referred to the appropriate
committees.

(The nominations received today are
printed at the end of the Senate pro-
ceedings.)

————
BUDGET OF THE UNITED STATES

GOVERNMENT FOR FISCAL YEAR

2011—PM 43

The PRESIDING OFFICER laid be-
fore the Senate the following message

February 1, 2010

from the President of the TUnited
States, together with an accompanying
report; which was referred jointly, pur-
suant to the order of January 30, 1975
as modified by the order of April 11,
1986; to the Committees on the Budget;
and Appropriations:

To the Congress of the United States:

We begin a new year at a moment of
continuing challenge for the American
people. Even as we recover from crisis,
millions of families are still feeling the
pain of lost jobs and savings. Busi-
nesses are still struggling to find af-
fordable loans to expand and hire work-
ers. Our Nation is still experiencing the
consequences of a deep and lasting re-
cession, even as we have seen encour-
aging signs that the turmoil of the past
2 years is waning. Moving from reces-
sion to recovery, and ultimately to
prosperity, remains at the heart of my
Administration’s efforts. This Budget
provides a blueprint for the work
ahead.

But in order to understand where we
are going in the coming year, it is im-
portant to remember where we started
just 1 year ago. Last January, the
United States faced an economic crisis
unlike any we had known in genera-
tions. Irresponsible risk-taking and
debt-fueled speculation—unchecked by
sound oversight—led to the near-col-
lapse of our financial system. Our
Gross Domestic Product (GDP) was
falling at the fastest rate in a quarter-
century. Five trillion dollars of Ameri-
cans’ household wealth had evaporated
in just 12 weeks as stocks, pensions,
and home values plummeted. We were
losing an average of 700,000 jobs each
month, equivalent to the population of
the State of Vermont. The capital and
credit markets, integral to the normal
functioning of our economy, were vir-
tually frozen. The fear among econo-
mists—from across the political spec-
trum—was that we risked sinking into
a second Great Depression.

Immediately, we undertook a series
of difficult steps to prevent that out-
come. We acted to get lending flowing
again so that businesses could get
loans to buy equipment and ordinary
Americans could get financing to buy
homes and cars, go to college, and start
or run businesses. We enacted measures
to foster greater stability in the hous-
ing market, help responsible home-
owners stay in their homes, and help to
stop the broader decline in home val-
ues. To achieve this, and to prevent an
economic collapse that would have af-
fected millions of additional families,
we had no choice but to use authority
enacted under the previous Adminis-
tration to extend assistance to some of
the very banks and financial institu-
tions whose actions had helped precipi-
tate the turmoil. We also took steps to
prevent the rapid dissolution of the
American auto industry—which faced a
crisis partly of its own making—to pre-
vent the loss of hundreds of thousands
of additional jobs during an already
fragile time. Many of these decisions
were not popular, but we deemed them
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necessary to prevent a deeper and
longer recession.

Even as we worked to stop the eco-
nomic freefall and address the crises in
our banking sector, our housing mar-
ket, and our auto industry, we also
began attacking the economic crisis on
a broader front. Less than 1 month
after taking office, we enacted the
most sweeping economic recovery
package in history: the American Re-
covery and Reinvestment Act. The Re-
covery Act not only provided tax cuts
to small businesses and 95 percent of
working families and provided emer-
gency relief to those out of work or
without health insurance; it also began
to lay a new foundation for long-term
economic growth and prosperity. With
investments in health care, education,
infrastructure, and clean energy, the
Recovery Act both saved and created
millions of jobs and began the hard
work of transforming our economy to
thrive in the modern, global market-
place and reverse the financial decline
working families experienced in the
last decade. Because of these and other
steps, we can safely say we have avoid-
ed the depression many feared, and we
are no longer facing the potential col-
lapse of our financial system. But our
work is far from complete.

First and foremost, there are still too
many Americans without work. The
steps we have taken have helped stop
the staggering job losses we were expe-
riencing at the beginning of last year.
But the damage has been done. More
than seven million jobs were lost since
the recession began 2 years ago. This
represents not only a terrible human
tragedy, but also a very deep hole from
which we have to climb out. Until our
businesses are hiring again and jobs are
being created to replace those we have
lost—until America is back at work—
my Administration will not rest and
this recovery will not be finished.

That is why this Budget includes
plans to encourage small businesses to
hire as quickly and effectively as pos-
sible, to make additional investments
in infrastructure, and to jump-start
clean energy investments that will
help the private sector create good jobs
in America.

Long before this crisis hit, middle-
class families were under growing
strain. For decades, Washington failed
to address fundamental weaknesses in
the economy: rising health-care costs,
a growing dependence on foreign oil,
and an education system unable to pre-
pare our children for the jobs of the fu-
ture. In recent years, spending bills
and tax cuts for the wealthy were ap-
proved without paying for any of it,
leaving behind a mountain of debt. And
while Wall Street gambled without re-
gard for the consequences, Washington
looked the other way.

As a result, the economy may have
been working very well for those at the
very top, but it was not working for
the middle class. Year after year,
Americans were forced to work longer
hours and spend more time away from
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their loved ones, while their incomes
flat-lined and their sense of economic
security evaporated. Beneath the sta-
tistics are the stories of hardship I've
heard all across America. For too
many, there has long been a sense that
the American dream—a chance to
make your own way, to support your
family, save for college and retirement,
own a home—was slipping away. And
this sense of anxiety has been com-
bined with a deep frustration that
Washington either didn’t notice, or
didn’t care enough to act.

Those days are over. In the after-
math of this crisis, what is clear is
that we cannot simply go back to busi-
ness as usual. We cannot go back to an
economy that yielded cycle after cycle
of speculative booms and painful busts.
We cannot continue to accept an edu-
cation system in which our students
trail their peers in other countries, and
a health-care system in which explod-
ing costs put our businesses at a com-
petitive disadvantage and squeeze the
incomes of our workers. We cannot
continue to ignore the clean energy
challenge and stand still while other
countries move forward in the emerg-
ing industries of the 21st Century. And
we cannot continue to borrow against
our children’s future, or allow special
interests to determine how public dol-
lars are spent. That is why, as we
strive to meet the crisis of the mo-
ment, we are continuing to lay a new
foundation for the future.

Already, we have made historic
strides to reform and improve our
schools, to pass health insurance re-
form, to build a new clean energy econ-
omy, to cut wasteful spending, and to
limit the influence of lobbyists and
special interests so that we are better
serving the national interest. However,
there is much left to do, and this Budg-
et lays out the way ahead.

Because an educated workforce is es-
sential in a 21st Century global econ-
omy, we are undertaking a reform of
elementary and secondary school fund-
ing by setting high standards, encour-
aging innovation, and rewarding suc-
cess; making the successful Race to the
Top fund permanent and opening it up
to innovative school districts; invest-
ing in educating the next generation of
scientists and engineers; and putting
our Nation closer to meeting the goal
of leading the world in new college
graduates by 2020. Moreover, since in
today’s economy learning must last a
lifetime, my Administration will re-
form the job-training system, stream-
lining it and focusing it on the high-
growth sectors of the economy.

Because even the best-trained work-
ers in the world can’t compete if our
businesses are saddled with rapidly in-
creasing health-care costs, we're fight-
ing to reform our Nation’s broken
health insurance system and relieve
this unsustainable burden. My Budget
includes funds to lay the groundwork
for these reforms—by investing in
health information technology, pa-
tient-centered research, and prevention
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and wellness—as well as to improve the
health of the Nation by increasing the
number of primary care physicians,
protecting the safety of our food and
drugs, and investing in critical bio-
medical research.

Because small businesses are critical
creators of new jobs and economic
growth, the Budget eliminates capital
gains taxes for investments in small
firms and includes measures to in-
crease these firms’ access to the loans
they need to meet payroll, expand their
operations, and hire new workers.

Because we know the nation that
leads in clean energy will be the nation
that leads the world, the Budget cre-
ates the incentives to build a new clean
energy economy—from new loan guar-
antees that will encourage a range of
renewable energy efforts and new nu-
clear power plants to spurring the de-
velopment of clean energy on Federal
lands. More broadly, the Budget makes
critical investments that will ensure
that we continue to lead the world in
new fields and industries: doubling re-
search and development funding in key
physical sciences agencies; expanding
broadband networks across our coun-
try; and working to promote American
exports abroad.

And because we know that our future
is dependent on maintaining American
leadership abroad and ensuring our se-
curity at home, the Budget funds all
the elements of our national power—in-
cluding our military—to achieve our
goals of winding down the war in Iraq,
executing our new strategy in Afghani-
stan, and fighting al Qaeda all over the
world. To honor the sacrifice of the
men and women who shoulder this bur-
den and who have throughout our his-
tory, the Budget also provides signifi-
cant resources, including advanced ap-
propriations, to care for our Nation’s
veterans.

Rising to these challenges is the re-
sponsibility we bear for the future of
our children, our grandchildren, and
our Nation. This is an obligation to
change not just what we do in Wash-
ington, but how we do it.

As we look to the future, we must
recognize that the era of irrespon-
sibility in Washington must end. On
the day my Administration took office,
we faced an additional $7.5 trillion in
national debt by the end of this decade
as a result of the failure to pay for two
large tax cuts, primarily for the
wealthiest Americans, and a new enti-
tlement program. We also inherited the
worst recession since the Great Depres-
sion—which, even before we took any
action, added an additional $3 trillion
to the national debt. Our response to
this recession, the Recovery Act, which
has been critical to restoring economic
growth, will add an additional $1 tril-
lion to the debt—only 10 percent of
these costs. In total, the surpluses we
enjoyed at the start of the last decade
have disappeared; instead, we are $12
trillion deeper in debt. In the long
term, we cannot have sustainable and
durable economic growth without get-
ting our fiscal house in order.
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That is why even as we increased our
short-term deficit to rescue the econ-
omy, we have refused to go along with
business as usual, taking responsibility
for every dollar we spend, eliminating
what we don’t need, and making the
programs we do need more efficient.
We are taking on health care—the sin-
gle biggest threat to our Nation’s fiscal
future—and doing so in a fiscally re-
sponsible way that will not add a dime
to our deficits and will lower the rate
of health-care cost growth in the long
run.

We are implementing the Recovery
Act with an unprecedented degree of
oversight and openness so that anyone
anywhere can see where their tax dol-
lars are going. We’ve banned lobbyists
from serving on agency advisory boards
and commissions, which had become
dominated by special interests. We are
using new technology to make Govern-
ment more accessible to the American
people. And last year, we combed the
budget, cutting millions of dollars of
waste and eliminating excess wherever
we could—including outdated weapons
systems that even the Pentagon said it
did not want or need.

We continued that process in this
Budget as well, streamlining what does
work and ending programs that do
not—all while making it more possible
for Americans to judge our progress for
themselves. The Budget includes more
than 120 programs for termination, re-
duction, or other savings for a total of
approximately $23 billion in 2011, as
well as an aggressive effort to reduce
the tens of billions of dollars in im-
proper Government payments made
each year.

To help put our country on a fiscally
sustainable path, we will freeze non-
security discretionary funding for 3
years. This freeze will require a level of
discipline with Americans’ tax dollars
and a number of hard choices and pain-
ful tradeoffs not seen in Washington
for many years. But it is what needs to
be done to restore fiscal responsibility
as we begin to rebuild our economy.

In addition to closing loopholes that
allow wealthy investment managers to
not pay income taxes on their earnings
and ending subsidies for big oil, gas,
and coal companies, the Budget elimi-
nates the Bush tax cuts for those mak-
ing more than $250,000 a year and de-
votes those resources instead to reduc-
ing the deficit. Our Nation could not
afford these tax cuts when they passed,
and it cannot afford them now.

And the Budget calls for those in the
financial sector—who Dbenefited so
greatly from the extraordinary meas-
ures taken to rescue them from a crisis
that was largely of their own making—
to finally recognize their obligation to
taxpayers. The legislation establishing
the Troubled Asset Relief Program
(TARP) included a provision requiring
the Administration to devise a way for
these banks and firms to pay back the
American taxpayer. That is why in this
Budget we have included a fee on the
largest and most indebted financial
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firms to ensure that taxpayers are
fully compensated for the extraor-
dinary support they provided, while
providing a deterrent to the risky prac-
tices that contributed to this crisis.

Yet even after taking these steps, our
fiscal situation remains unacceptable.
A decade of irresponsible choices has
created a fiscal hole that will not be
solved by a typical Washington budget
process that puts partisanship and pa-
rochial interests above our shared na-
tional interest. That is why, working
with the Congress, we will establish a
bipartisan fiscal commission charged
with identifying additional policies to
put our country on a fiscally sustain-
able path—balancing the Budget, ex-
cluding interest payments on the debt,
by 2015.

This past year, we have seen the con-
sequences of those in power failing to
live up to their responsibilities to
shareholders and constituents. We have
seen how Main Street is as linked to
Wall Street as our economy is to those
of other nations. And we have seen the
results of building an economy on a
shaky foundation, rather than on the
bedrock fundamentals of innovation,
small business, good schools, smart in-
vestment, and long-term growth.

We have also witnessed the resilience
of the American people—our unique
ability to pick ourselves up and forge
ahead even when times are tough. All
across our country, there are students
ready to learn, workers eager to work,
scientists on the brink of discovery, en-
trepreneurs seeking the chance to open
a small business, and once-shuttered
factories just waiting to whir back to
life in burgeoning industries.

This is a Nation ready to meet the
challenges of this new age and to lead
the world in this new century. Ameri-
cans are willing to work hard, and, in
return, they expect to be able to find a
good job, afford a home, send their
children to world-class schools, receive
high-quality and affordable health
care, and enjoy retirement security in
their later years. These are the build-
ing blocks of the middle class that
make America strong, and it is our
duty to honor the drive, ingenuity, and
fortitude of the American people by
laying the groundwork upon which
they can pursue these dreams and real-
ize the promise of American life.

This Budget is our plan for how to
start accomplishing this in the coming
fiscal year. As we look back on the
progress of the past 12 months and look
forward to the work ahead, I have
every confidence that we can—and
will—rise to the challenge that our
people and our history set for us.

These have been tough times, and
there will be difficult months ahead.
But the storms of the past are reced-
ing; the skies are brightening; and the
horizon is beckoning once more.

BARACK OBAMA.
THE WHITE HOUSE, February 1, 2010.
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MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE
RECEIVED DURING ADJOURNMENT

ENROLLED BILL SIGNED
Under the order of the Senate of Jan-
uary 6, 2009, the Secretary of the Sen-
ate, on January 29, 2010, during the ad-
journment of the Senate, received a
message from the House of Representa-
tives announcing that the Speaker pro
tempore (Ms. EDWARDS of Maryland)
has signed the following enrolled bill:

H.R. 4508. An act to provide for an addi-
tional temporary extension of programs
under the Small Business Act and the Small
Business Investment Act of 1958, and for
other purposes.

Under the authority of the order of
the Senate of January 6, 2009, the en-
rolled bill was signed on January 29,
2010, during the adjournment of the
Senate, by the President pro tempore
(Mr. BYRD).

———

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

At 2:03 p.m., a message from the
House of Representatives, delivered by
Mrs. Cole, one of its reading clerks, an-
nounced that pursuant to 36 U.S.C.
2302, and the order of the House of Jan-
uary 6, 2009, the Speaker appoints the
following Members of the House of Rep-
resentatives to the United States Holo-
caust Memorial Council: Mr. WAXMAN
of California, Ms. GIFFORDS of Arizona,
Mr. KLEIN of Florida, Mr. LATOURETTE
of Ohio, and Mr. CANTOR of Virginia.

——————

MEASURES PLACED ON THE
CALENDAR

The following bills were read the first
and second times by unanimous con-
sent, and placed on the calendar:

H.R. 3254. An act to approve the Taos Pueb-
lo Indian Water Rights Settlement Agree-
ment, and for other purposes.

H.R. 3342. An act to authorize the Sec-
retary of the Interior, acting through the
Commissioner of Reclamation, to develop
water infrastructure in the Rio Grande
Basin, and to approve the settlement of the
water rights claims of the Pueblos of Nambe,
Pojoaque, San Ildefonso, and Tesuque.

———

INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND
JOINT RESOLUTIONS

The following bills and joint resolu-
tions were introduced, read the first
and second times by unanimous con-
sent, and referred as indicated:

By Ms. KLOBUCHAR (for herself and
Mr. VITTER):

S. 2972. A Dbill to amend titles 18 and 28 of
the United States Code to provide assistance
to the Federal law enforcement agencies in
investigating offenses involving child vic-
tims; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. CASEY (for himself, Mrs.
GILLIBRAND, Mr. LEVIN, and Mr.
BEGICH):

S. 2973. A Dbill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to provide a temporary
payroll increase tax credit for certain em-
ployers; to the Committee on Finance.
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SUBMISSION OF CONCURRENT AND
SENATE RESOLUTIONS

The following concurrent resolutions
and Senate resolutions were read, and
referred (or acted upon), as indicated:

By Mr. VITTER (for himself, Mr.
CORNYN, Mr. INHOFE, Mr. BENNETT,
Mr. CHAMBLISS, Mr. ENSIGN, and Mr.
WICKER):

S. Res. 403. A resolution expressing the
sense of the Senate that Umar Farouk
Abdulmutallab should be tried by a military
tribunal rather than by a civilian court; to
the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. FEINGOLD (for himself, Mr.
BROWNBACK, Mr. WICKER, Mrs.
GILLIBRAND, Mrs. BOXER, Ms.
LANDRIEU, Mr. BYRD, Mr. ISAKSON,
Mr. MERKLEY, Mr. SANDERS, Mr.
LIEBERMAN, Mr. WHITEHOUSE, Mr.
BAYH, Mr. CARDIN, and Mr. CASEY):

S. Res. 404. A resolution supporting full
implementation of the Comprehensive Peace
Agreement and other efforts to promote
peace and stability in Sudan, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Foreign Rela-
tions.

————

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS

S. 182
At the request of Mr. DODD, the name
of the Senator from Massachusetts
(Mr. KIrK) was added as a cosponsor of
S. 182, a bill to amend the Fair Labor
Standards Act of 1938 to provide more
effective remedies to victims of dis-
crimination in the payment of wages
on the basis of sex, and for other pur-
poses.
S. 210
At the request of Mrs. BOXER, the
name of the Senator from Oregon (Mr.
MERKLEY) was added as a cosponsor of
S. 210, a bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1986 to increase the
credit for employers establishing work-
place child care facilities, to increase
the child care credit to encourage
greater use of quality child care serv-
ices, to provide incentives for students
to earn child care-related degrees and
to work in child care facilities, and to
increase the exclusion for employer-
provided dependent care assistance.
S. 428
At the request of Mr. DORGAN, the
name of the Senator from Colorado
(Mr. UDALL) was added as a cosponsor
of S. 428, a bill to allow travel between
the United States and Cuba.
S. 619
At the request of Mrs. GILLIBRAND,
her name was added as a cosponsor of
S. 619, a bill to amend the Federal
Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act to pre-
serve the effectiveness of medically im-
portant antibiotics used in the treat-
ment of human and animal diseases.
S. 752
At the request of Mr. DURBIN, the
name of the Senator from Massachu-
setts (Mr. KERRY) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 7562, a bill to reform the fi-
nancing of Senate elections, and for
other purposes.
S. 827
At the request of Mr. ROCKEFELLER,
the names of the Senator from Idaho
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(Mr. CRAPO) and the Senator from Lou-
isiana (Mr. VITTER) were added as co-
sponsors of S. 827, a bill to establish a
program to reunite bondholders with
matured unredeemed United States
savings bonds.
S. 987
At the request of Mr. DURBIN, the
name of the Senator from Kansas (Mr.
ROBERTS) was added as a cosponsor of
S. 987, a bill to protect girls in devel-
oping countries through the prevention
of child marriage, and for other pur-
poses.
S. 1067
At the request of Mr. FEINGOLD, the
name of the Senator from Connecticut
(Mr. DoDD) was added as a cosponsor of
S. 1067, a bill to support stabilization
and lasting peace in northern Uganda
and areas affected by the Lord’s Resist-
ance Army through development of a
regional strategy to support multilat-
eral efforts to successfully protect ci-
vilians and eliminate the threat posed
by the Lord’s Resistance Army and to
authorize funds for humanitarian relief
and reconstruction, reconciliation, and
transitional justice, and for other pur-
poses.
S. 1102
At the request of Mr. LIEBERMAN, the
name of the Senator from California
(Mrs. FEINSTEIN) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 1102, a bill to provide ben-
efits to domestic partners of Federal
employees.
S. 1192
At the request of Mr. WYDEN, the
name of the Senator from Virginia (Mr.
WEBB) was added as a cosponsor of S.
1192, a bill to restrict any State or
local jurisdiction from imposing a new
discriminatory tax on mobile wireless
communications services, providers, or
property.
S. 1318
At the request of Mr. GREGG, the
name of the Senator from Iowa (Mr.
GRASSLEY) was added as a cosponsor of
S. 1318, a bill to prohibit the use of
stimulus funds for signage indicating
that a project is being carried out
using those funds.
S. 1554
At the request of Mr. HARKIN, the
name of the Senator from Utah (Mr.
HATCH) was added as a cosponsor of S.
1554, a bill to amend the Juvenile Jus-
tice and Delinquency Prevention Act of
1974 to prevent later delinquency and
improve the health and well-being of
maltreated infants and toddlers
through the development of local Court
Teams for Maltreated Infants and Tod-
dlers and the creation of a National
Court Teams Resource Center to assist
such Court Teams, and for other pur-
poses.
S. 1606
At the request of Mr. WHITEHOUSE,
the name of the Senator from Vermont
(Mr. LEAHY) was added as a cosponsor
of S. 1606, a bill to require foreign man-
ufacturers of products imported into
the United States to establish reg-
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istered agents in the United States who
are authorized to accept service of
process against such manufacturers,
and for other purposes.
S. 1966
At the request of Mr. DoDD, the name
of the Senator from Rhode Island (Mr.
WHITEHOUSE) was added as a cosponsor
of S. 1966, a bill to provide assistance
to improve the health of newborns,
children, and mothers in developing
countries, and for other purposes.
S. 2772
At the request of Mr. WHITEHOUSE,
the name of the Senator from Wis-
consin (Mr. FEINGOLD) was added as a
cosponsor of S. 2772, a bill to establish
a criminal justice reinvestment grant
program to help States and local juris-
dictions reduce spending on correc-
tions, control growth in the prison and
jail populations, and increase public
safety.
S. 2798
At the request of Mr. UDALL of Colo-
rado, the name of the Senator from
Idaho (Mr. CRAPO) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 2798, a bill to reduce the
risk of catastrophic wildfire through
the facilitation of insect and disease
infestation treatment of National For-
est System and adjacent land, and for
other purposes.
S. 2800
At the request of Mrs. MURRAY, the
name of the Senator from Oregon (Mr.
MERKLEY) was added as a cosponsor of
S. 2800, a bill to amend subtitle B of
title VII of the McKinney-Vento Home-
less Assistance Act to provide edu-
cation for homeless children and
youths, and for other purposes.
S. 2904
At the request of Mr. FRANKEN, the
names of the Senator from Illinois (Mr.
BURRIS), the Senator from Maryland
(Mr. CARDIN), the Senator from
Vermont (Mr. SANDERS) and the Sen-
ator from Oregon (Mr. WYDEN) were
added as cosponsors of S. 2904, a bill to
amend title 10, United States Code, to
require emergency contraception to be
available at all military health care
treatment facilities.
S. 2923
At the request of Mrs. MURRAY, the
names of the Senator from Illinois (Mr.
BURRIS) and the Senator from Oregon
(Mr. MERKLEY) were added as cospon-
sors of S. 2923, a bill to provide funding
for summer and year-round youth jobs
and training programs.
S. 2924
At the request of Mr. LEAHY, the
name of the Senator from Alaska (Mr.
BEGICH) was added as a cosponsor of S.
2924, a bill to reauthorize the Boys &
Girls Clubs of America, in the wake of
its Centennial, and its programs and
activities.
S. 2946
At the request of Ms. STABENOW, the
names of the Senator from New York
(Mr. SCHUMER) and the Senator from
Wisconsin (Mr. FEINGOLD) were added
as cosponsors of S. 2946, a bill to direct
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the Secretary of the Army to take ac-
tion with respect to the Chicago water-
way system to prevent the migration
of bighead and silver carps into Lake
Michigan, and for other purposes.
——

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS

By Mr. CASEY (for himself, Mrs.
GILLIBRAND, Mr. LEVIN, and Mr.
BEGICH):

S. 2973. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1986 to provide a tem-
porary payroll increase tax credit for
certain employers; to the Committee
on Finance.

Mr. CASEY. Mr. President, I rise to-
night to speak of what I believe is the
central concern of the American people
right now, and that is the issue of jobs
or in many cases the lack of a job. We
have seen it in so many ways. We have
seen it in our own communities. Many
people have seen it in their own fami-
lies. These are not statistics on a busi-
ness page. When they see an unemploy-
ment rate or the number of people who
are out of work, it is real life for far
too many American families. As long
as the unemployment rate in America
is 10 percent, the American people
want us to focus, as we never have be-
fore, on the issue of job creation.

In Pennsylvania we have now 560,000
people out of work as of the last month
it was calculated, the month of Decem-
ber. That is a huge number. If you look
at it by percentage it looks like it is
lower than a lot of States, 8.9 percent,
but it is 560,000 people in Pennsylvania,
and it spiked upwards toward the end
of the year.

I had a chance, now just about a
week ago, to sit down with 8 of those
560,000 people, 8 people out of work. I
will not give you their names because
that was the agreement. I wanted to
spend some time listening, mostly, to
folks who had been laid off, who lost
their job in one way or another,
through no fault of their own, victims
of this horrific recession that so many
families have lived through.

To encapsulate what they said, it
comes down to much of what we heard
President Obama speak about the other
night in the State of Union, as well as
what he said a number of weeks ago
when he met unemployed individuals in
Allentown, PA.

What he saw in that job center in
Pennsylvania is what I saw in another
job center in another part of the State:
people who do not fully understand
why they are in this predicament—peo-
ple who had worked their whole lives,
had great work records, never missed a
day of work for the most part, many of
them over the age of 50, many of them
over the age of 60 and feeling a kind of
economic insecurity and vulnerability
they never had felt before, but, despite
all that, they were not complaining.
They were not pointing fingers. They
were not complaining about the num-
ber of applications they filled out—
scores of them, 25, 30, 50, 100—and in
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many cases getting either rejected or
hearing nothing at all. That is what I
heard.

I also heard, as the President said, a
real determination to keep fighting, to
keep applying, and to keep trying to
get a job. Maybe the thread that runs
through all of them is they are grateful
for the country they live in and they
want to work. They don’t want to be in
the position they are in. Many of them
feel ashamed to have to rely upon
someone else or an institution or, in
particular, a government program.

One woman said to me, in the meet-
ing I had a week ago—she was just sit-
ting on my right. She had a lot of
brains and talent and commitment,
had never had to worry about being out
of work before. But she told me she
felt—and I am not quoting her di-
rectly—bad or even embarrassed about
having to rely upon food stamps, a pro-
gram that we know helps people get
across that bridge when they are out of
work, when they can return to work.

These eight individuals gave me just
an insight, just a glimmer of how dif-
ficult it is for so many families.

I received a couple of letters re-
cently. I will not use names because we
do not have permission, but two indi-
viduals, one from southeastern Penn-
sylvania, and one—actually two from
southeastern Pennsylvania, which in
Pennsylvania, generally, is probably
one of the most prosperous corners of
our State.

But even in suburban communities
that seem well off and strong economi-
cally, we are seeing many challenges
for families who have lost their jobs, in
some cases more than one person. One
woman wrote to me and said:

My husband got a job at a particular com-
pany [I will not identify the company] right
out of high school. Left to serve in the
Army. Then went back and retired from
there when they closed.

So like a lot of places, someone
works for decades and the plant closes,
that is where they lose their job.

She continues:

I got a job in a factory and worked there
while starting to raise two sons until they
closed that company as well. We both got
our jobs to support our families.

Then she talked about her sons get-
ting the benefit of a college education
which she and her husband did not
have. But now they are at risk because
one son is out of work and the other
one is having challenges as well, de-
spite having a college education.

She concludes the letter with one
question, a question which I think is
on the minds of a lot of Americans, not
a question where they are pointing a
finger at what is happening or not hap-
pening in Washington, but it is a ques-
tion we need to listen to and do our
best to provide answers for.

She says: When is the change com-
ing?

When is the change coming? I think
it encapsulates a lot of the questions I
have heard across Pennsylvania. Peo-
ple are worried about what a lot of us
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have been talking about here; it is not
moving fast enough to help them.

I point to another letter from an in-
dividual, again in southeastern Penn-
sylvania. This gentleman said to me
that he grew up in Pennsylvania, had
roots in Pennsylvania. He said:

I worked hard all of my life, yet to no
avail. I have been unemployed since the last
layoff for a year now.

It is hard to comprehend that, being
out of work for a year, in some cases
longer than a year.

I seriously think we should start fo-
cusing heavily on jobs in the United
States. We are hearing that every-
where, the same sentiment. But like
the letter I cited a minute ago from a
woman in southeastern Pennsylvania,
this man said to me toward the end of
the letter: When will the recovery
begin for those individuals, the people
he described in his letter, in addition
to talking about his own situation?

So we can’t pretend that just because
we passed a recovery bill last year,
which I voted for—I was very proud to
support that. I know it was not the
most popular vote in the world for a lot
of folks around here, but we know the
recovery bill is starting to work, in
some cases working faster than others.
There are good numbers on job cre-
ation across the country. Instead of
losing 741,000 jobs as we did in January
2009, we are losing in the tens of thou-
sands now—still not good, not enough
when the unemployment rate is 10 per-
cent across the country, when 560,000
people in Pennsylvania are out of
work. So we should point this out, that
the Recovery and Reinvestment Act is
beginning to work but it is not work-
ing fast enough. So we have to do
more. We can’t just say: Let it fully
play out and let it be fully imple-
mented and all. That is not good
enough for the economic trauma so
many families are facing.

So for those who are leading lives of
struggle and challenge, lives of anxiety
and worry, and a kind of collective eco-
nomic insecurity, we have to act. We
can’t just talk, we have to act. And I
believe one of the ways we can act is by
passing not just a jobs bill, which we
should and must pass very quickly, but
a jobs bill that is targeted on creating
jobs in the fastest way possible. We do
not need theories; we do not need some
idea or some theory, untested; we do
not need a bill that we hope will create
jobs over many years. We need a bill
that creates jobs this year, in the next
6 months to the next year, not the year
after and 5 years later. We need a job
creation bill that does that now.

I hope many of my colleagues will
support legislation I have introduced,
the Small Business Job Creation Tax
Credit Act of 2010. I have introduced it
today. I thank Senators Gillibrand,
Levin, and Begich for cosponsoring this
important legislation.

I mentioned the job loss in Pennsyl-
vania, 560,000 people out of work
through no fault of their own. That
number across the country, since the
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beginning of the recession—if you add
up the jobs lost, it is over 7 million
jobs since the beginning of the reces-
sion.

I just saw a story yesterday in my
hometown paper in Scranton, the
Times Tribune, a front-page story talk-
ing about the manufacturing job loss in
just one region, not even a corner, just
a region of Pennsylvania, 3 counties
out of 67 counties. It was reported that
in 2005—not that long ago—there were
35,150 manufacturing jobs in that re-
gion, over 35,000 jobs in 2005, and it is
down below 30,000 now, 29,400 as of the
latest number, meaning that a little
more than 5,000 jobs have been lost in
that period, in just a couple of years in
northeastern Pennsylvania, and if you
stretch it over 5 years, it is more than
7,600 manufacturing jobs. We know
that number nationally is 2 million—2
million manufacturing jobs lost since
the recession began in December 2007.

I mentioned the 10-percent unem-
ployment rate, and I also mentioned
that the Recovery Act is having an im-
pact. We are happy about that, and we
should mention and affirm that, but it
is not moving fast enough. We have to
do more.

This job creation tax credit—and
many others have different versions of
it, but the version I have been working
on is actually very simple. We set the
line of division between a large and
small business at 100. So if you are
under 100, you are considered a small
business in this bill; over 100, a large
business. If you are under 100 and you
increase your payroll—when you com-
pare one quarter of a particular year to
the corresponding quarter from the
year before, if you increase your pay-
roll in that quarter, you get a tax cred-
it of 20 percent. If you are above 100
employees and you add to your payroll
in a particular quarter, you can get a
15-percent tax credit. It makes sense
because it is targeted, it is focused on
the problem, and it is going to be effec-
tive. We know from prior history—it is
not theory; we have already tested this
in recent American history—that it is
a job creator. It creates jobs in big
numbers fast. That is what we need.

We know the focus of this, of course,
just by definition, becomes small busi-
ness. We know that in America, most
of the job creation in any period but es-
pecially in recent history has been the
creation of jobs in small businesses. In
Pennsylvania, small businesses with
less than 100 employees—that fit into
the definition of our bill—accounted
for 91.6 percent of job growth between
2003 and 2006. Almost 92 percent of the
job growth in Pennsylvania for that
time period was small business.

This tax credit legislation would pro-
vide employers with a nonrefundable
quarterly payroll tax credit based upon
the increase in the employers’ wages
paid. It would be 1 year. We want to
emphasize that we are focused on the
short term, immediate direct benefit
for the economy and to individual em-
ployers. The credit would only apply to
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an employee’s wages up to the Social
Security wage base of $106,800.

I mentioned a business of 100 or more
getting a 15-percent credit and less
than 100 getting a 20-percent tax credit.
So, for example, if you had a firm that
would be considered a small business
and say they have a total payroll of $¥2
million—and we are talking about the
second quarter of 2009—we pass the bill
and we get the legislation enacted, a
yvear later, you compare that $500,000
payroll to a quarter in 2010. Say they
hired five employees. If you hired those
five employees, all of whom are given
an annual salary of $40,000, that means
you have five employees making $10,000
in a particular quarter. The tax credit
would apply to that increase in their
payroll. So that particular company
could get a tax credit to offset their
quarterly taxes by some $10,000.

So we wanted to make this part of
the jobs bill we are going to be consid-
ering very quickly. I believe the bill we
are going to be completing work on and
voting on will be a bill that will focus
on strategy to create jobs very quickly
and not be a big bill that a lot of things
get attached to that make people feel
good but may not create jobs.

I wanted to move to three charts
very quickly. The first chart with re-
gard to the small business job creation
tax credit is a chart that depicts one of
the themes here, that this particular
strategy will be effective. This is from
the Congressional Budget Office.

As of January of this year—for those
who follow us, I use the acronym
“CBO,” but for those who do not, the
Congressional Budget Office. By defini-
tion, I think by acceptance of both par-
ties in Washington, the CBO is a ref-
eree. When the Congressional Budget
Office, CBO, says this is what this par-
ticular legislation will cost, it tends to
be accepted as a good number. So when
the CBO speaks about a particular pol-
icy provision, it speaks with authority
and I think with a significant degree of
credibility. Here is what CBO said:

Providing tax credits for increases in pay-
rolls would increase both output and employ-
ment.

That is what we want. We want legis-
lation that will be, first, effective. The
next part is very simple, just the word
“efficient.” We want to make sure we
can put dollars in the hands of employ-
ers very quickly to create jobs in the
near term.

The same Congressional Budget Of-
fice report that I cited before for Janu-
ary of this year says that:

This particular policy would provide tax
benefits linked to payroll growth; fewer
budget dollars would be used to cut taxes for
workers who would have been employed any-
way.

So that is an indication that it can
be efficient.

Finally, related to the question of ef-
ficiency is, how will this work in the
real world? Often, we talk about and
debate and enact things that some-
times do not work as well as we hope
they would. We want this to work. We
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do not want to have an employer say:
Well, I have a tax credit, but I need to
hire an army of lawyers to interpret
and implement it. We want this to be a
provision that is easy for businesses to
use.

So here is a basic form 941. Every em-
ployer has to fill this out quarterly.
And there is a lot to go on this. I will
not read every line, but as you can see,
the form captures the number of em-
ployees who receive wages, the taxes
and wages. The IRS would simply have
to add in the ability to calculate the
change in the payroll from one quarter
of one tax year to one quarter of the
next. So if the IRS can add a line or
two, when this employer is filing out
this form they are well familiar with—
they have to fill it out every quarter—
they can just add in how they have in-
creased their payroll. They do that,
and they will have the opportunity to
benefit from the tax credit.

Finally, let me turn to one final
theme, which is cost. I expect the cost
of this tax credit to be $30 billion. The
improvement to the economy from this
tax credit will more than offset the
overall cost. An increase in the gross
domestic product will obviously in-
crease company profits, which will in-
crease the revenue of the U.S. Govern-
ment. An increase in revenue will also
reduce the deficit.

We have to invest in a strategy that
will create jobs right now. We do not
have time for a long ramp-up along the
implementation of new legislation.

Finally, an increase in jobs will as-
sist in taking people off unemploy-
ment, putting people to work. We want
to have the safety net in place of un-
employment insurance and/or food
stamps and COBRA for insurance, but
we also want to create opportunities so
that more and more people do not have
to worry about having to enroll in
those programs and can actually be
going to work every day because we an-
swered the questions that were in those
letters about when will the change
come, when will we have the kind of
economic security that workers and
their families have a right to expect.

As we go through these next couple
of days—I think we are down to days
now—finishing up a provision or a set
of provisions that will be a jobs bill, we
have to be not just focused on getting
the policy right, we have to be focused
on getting this right for real people,
people who are leading lives of struggle
and anxiety and worry every day.
Every morning they get up, they are
worried about not having a job. Many
of them are worried because they do
not have access to health care or some-
times the protections we should have
on health care—another bit of unfin-
ished major business we have. But, in
particular, most Americans are faced
with the prospect of darkness, of mis-
ery, and the pain of no job at all. For
those eight individuals I met and for
those who have been writing to me—
and I am sure many people in both par-
ties—we have to act, and we have to
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act now. Talk is long past. We have ex-
hausted the time for just talk and dis-
cussion. We have to act and pass a jobs
bill. A central part of a jobs bill has to
be a job creation tax credit to effi-
ciently and effectively and in a very fo-
cused way create jobs in the near term.
I ask my colleagues to review and co-
sponsor the job creation tax credit leg-
islation I have for small businesses.

————

SUBMITTED RESOLUTIONS

SENATE RESOLUTION 403—EX-

PRESSING THE SENSE OF THE
SENATE THAT UMAR FAROUK
ABDULMUTALLAB SHOULD BE
TRIED BY A MILITARY TRI-
BUNAL RATHER THAN BY A CI-
VILIAN COURT

Mr. VITTER (for himself, Mr.
CORNYN, Mr. INHOFE, Mr. BENNETT, Mr.
CHAMBLISS, Mr. ENSIGN, and Mr. WICK-
ER) submitted the following resolution;
which was referred to the Committee
on the Judiciary:

S. RES. 403

Whereas Umar Farouk Abdulmutallab, a
Nigerian citizen, attempted to blow up a
transcontinental airliner, Northwest Air-
lines Flight 253, over Detroit, Michigan, on
Christmas Day 2009;

Whereas Abdulmutallab boarded Flight 253
in Amsterdam using an unrevoked United
States visa after having traveled from
Yemen, purchasing his ticket with cash, and
checking no luggage;

Whereas prior to the attack on Flight 253,
Abdulmutallab’s father, a prominent Nige-
rian banker, warned officials at the United
States Embassy in Nigeria that his son was
being influenced by Islamic extremists in
Yemen;

Whereas United States intelligence offi-
cials learned, based on intercepted al Qaeda
communications from Yemen in November
2009, that a man named ‘“‘Umar Farouk’ had
volunteered for an upcoming terrorist attack
and had been in contact with Anwar al-
Awlaki, the same Yemen-based radical cleric
who sent more than a dozen e-mail messages
to the Fort Hood shooter, Nidal Malik
Hasan;

Whereas in November 2009, the National
Security Agency also intercepted a phone
conversation involving al Qaeda operatives
in Yemen discussing an unnamed Nigerian
man;

Whereas in December 2009, intelligence of-
ficials learned that al Qaeda operatives in
Yemen were looking for ‘‘ways to move peo-
ple to the West”’ and specifically mentioning
the Christmas Day date;

Whereas the Central Intelligence Agency
(CIA) had issued finished intelligence regard-
ing Abdulmutallab by Christmas Day 2009,
which both the CIA and the National
Counterterrorism Center (NCTC) had access
to, but did not disseminate more broadly
within the intelligence community due to
the absence of a photograph of
Abdulmutallab, despite the fact that other
counterterrorism groups already possessed
such a photograph;

Whereas the intelligence agencies for the
United Kingdom revoked Abdulmutallab’s
British visa because of a fraudulent visa ap-
plication;

Whereas after Abdulmutallab was appre-
hended by United States Customs agents and
local police following his failed attack on
Flight 253, he spoke freely about receiving
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training from members of al Qaeda in the
Arabian Peninsula and stated that other
jihadists would follow him;

Whereas local agents of the Federal Bureau
of Investigation (FBI) interrogated
Abdulmutallab for 50 minutes, during which
time Abdulmutallab disclosed information
concerning his training in Yemen and the op-
eration of al Qaeda in the Arabian Peninsula;

Whereas after 50 minutes, the FBI stopped
its interrogation of Abdulmutallab, agreeing
to continue the interrogation after he re-
ceived medical attention for the burns on his
legs and groin caused by the failed bomb he
had sewn in his underwear;

Whereas before the FBI agents resumed the
interrogation, Attorney General Eric Holder
made the decision to extend the rights re-
quired under Miranda v. Arizona, 384 U.S. 436
(1966) to Abdulmutallab and to treat him as
a common criminal rather than an
unprivileged enemy belligerent who would be
subject to military law;

Whereas the FBI agents, following the de-
cision of Attorney General Holder, read
Abdulmutallab his Miranda rights, including
his right to a lawyer and his right to remain
silent, at which point Abdulmutallab stopped
divulging information and remained silent;

Whereas information concerning Yemeni
terror networks, terrorist training oper-
ations, and al Qaeda in the Arabian Penin-
sula are of the utmost value to the United
States in its ongoing war against inter-
national terrorism;

Whereas Attorney General Holder made
the decision to extend Miranda rights to
Abdulmutallab without consulting the Direc-
tor of National Intelligence, Dennis Blair,
the Secretary of Homeland Security, Janet
Napolitano, the NCTC Director, Michael
Leiter, the Secretary of Defense, Robert
Gates, or the FBI Director, Robert Mueller;

Whereas Attorney General Holder did not
consult the High-Value Detainee Interroga-
tion Group (HIG), which, according to Direc-
tor Blair, ‘‘was created exactly for th[e] pur-
pose’’ of making ‘‘a decision on whether . . .
a certain person who’s detained should be
treated as . . . a case for federal prosecu-
tion”’;

Whereas despite the fact that President
Barack Obama created the HIG for the spe-
cific purpose of interrogating high-value de-
tainees in order to obtain intelligence, the
HIG was not yet operational by Christmas
Day 2009;

Whereas given the evidence against
Abdulmutallab and the numerous witnesses
onboard Flight 253 who saw him attempt to
detonate an explosive device, it was not nec-
essary to secure testimony admissible in ci-
vilian court by providing Miranda rights to
Abdulmutallab;

Whereas even if testimony that would be
admissible in a civilian court was believed to
be necessary, Abdulmutallab qualified for an
exception to the requirements under Mi-
randa that permits law enforcement officers
to interrogate individuals with possible
knowledge of an impending terrorist attack;

Whereas despite the fact that the United
States is at war with al Qaeda and deeply
concerned about the operation of Islamic
terrorist networks in the Arabian Peninsula
and in Yemen, a country that continues to
harbor the terrorists who attacked the
U.S.S. Cole, Attorney General Holder, under
the guidance of President Obama, subse-
quently ordered that Abdulmutallab be pros-
ecuted on criminal charges in a United
States civilian court rather than in a mili-
tary tribunal;

Whereas under the international law of
armed conflict, the United States has the au-
thority to detain enemies who have engaged
in combatant actions until the end of hos-
tilities;
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Whereas on September 18, 2001, the Con-
gress passed a Joint Resolution authorizing
the use of military force (Public Law 107-40;
50 U.S.C. 1541 note), stating that ‘‘the Presi-
dent is authorized to use all necessary and
appropriate force against those nations, or-
ganizations, or persons he determines
planned, authorized, committed, or aided the
terrorist attacks that occurred on Sep-
tember 11, 2001, or harbored such organiza-
tions or persons, in order to prevent any fu-
ture acts of international terrorism against
the United States by such nations, organiza-
tions or persons’’;

Whereas following extensive debate and
numerous hearings on the topic, both the
Senate and the House of Representatives
passed the Military Commissions Act of 2009,
which became law on October 28, 2009 (title
XVIII of Public Law 111-84); and

Whereas pursuant to the President’s au-
thority under the United States Constitution
as the Nation’s Commander-in-Chief, as well
as the Congressional authorization for the
use of military force under Public Law 107-
40, the President has both the authority and
the responsibility to detain Abdulmutallab
and other foreign terrorists and prosecute
them through a military tribunal for their
terrorist actions on behalf of al Qaeda: Now,
therefore, be it

Resolved, That it is the sense of the Senate
that—

(1) foreign terrorists who are enemies of
the United States should not be afforded the
same rights under the Constitution as
United States citizens;

(2) the most important duty of the Attor-
ney General is to protect the United States
from its terrorist enemies;

(3) the decision by Attorney General Hold-
er to truncate Abdulmutallab’s interrogation
after only 50 minutes cost the United States
Government untold intelligence and has
made America less safe;

(4) Attorney General Holder should not
provide Abdulmutallab with a civilian trial,
nor should he have ordered that
Abdulmutallab be advised of his right to re-
main silent;

(5) to the extent possible, foreign terrorist
enemy combatants should be tried in mili-
tary tribunals rather than in civilian courts;

(6) to the extent that foreign terrorists are
prosecuted in civilian courts, they should be
thoroughly interrogated for information nec-
essary to protect the United States before
they are provided with a lawyer and in-
formed of their right to remain silent; and

(7) at a minimum, the Attorney General
should consult with the Director of the Fed-
eral Bureau of Investigation, the Director of
National Intelligence, the Director of the
Central Intelligence Agency, the Secretary
of Homeland Security, the Director of the
National Counterterrorism Center, the Sec-
retary of Defense, congressional leaders, or
the President before unilaterally deciding to
terminate the interrogation of a key intel-
ligence source and provide a terrorist enemy
with the same rights as those that are guar-
anteed under the Constitution for United
States citizens.

———
SENATE RESOLUTION  404—SUP-
PORTING FULL IMPLEMENTA-

TION OF THE COMPREHENSIVE
PEACE AGREEMENT AND OTHER
EFFORTS TO PROMOTE PEACE
AND STABILITY IN SUDAN, AND
FOR OTHER PURPOSES

Mr. FEINGOLD (for himself, Mr.
BROWNBACK, Mr. WICKER, Mrs.
GILLIBRAND, Mrs. BOXER, Ms.

LANDRIEU, Mr. BYRD, Mr. ISKASON, Mr.
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MERKLEY, Mr. SANDERS, Mr.
LIEBERMAN, Mr. WHITEHOUSE, Mr.
BAYH, Mr. CARDIN, AND MR. CASEY) sub-
mitted the following resolution; which
was referred to the Committee on For-
eign Relations:

S. RES. 404

Whereas violent civil conflict between
North and South in Sudan raged for 21 years,
resulting in the deaths of an estimated
2,000,000 people and displacement of another
4,000,000 people;

Whereas the signing of the Comprehensive
Peace Agreement (CPA) by the National
Congress Party (NCP) and Sudan People’s
Liberation Movement (SPLM) on January 9,
2005, brought a formal end to that civil war;

Whereas the United States Government,
particularly through the efforts of the Presi-
dent’s Special Envoy for Sudan Jack Dan-
forth, worked closely with the parties, the
mediator, General Lazaro Sumbeiywo, the
members of the Intergovernmental Author-
ity on Development (IGAD), and the United
Kingdom and Norway to bring about the
CPA;

Whereas the CPA established a 6-year in-
terim period during which the Government
of Sudan would undertake significant demo-
cratic reforms and hold national elections,
and at the end of which the South would hold
a referendum on self-determination, with the
option to forge an independent state;

Whereas, while the parties have made
progress on several parts of the CPA, limited
national government reforms have been
made and several key issues remain out-
standing, notably border demarcation, reso-
lution of the census dispute, and certain
preparations for the 2011 referenda for south-
ern Sudan and Abyei;

Whereas the NCP’s delay and refusal to fol-
low through on some of its commitments
under the CPA has fueled mistrust and sus-
picion, increasing tensions between northern
and southern Sudan;

Whereas research by the Small Arms Sur-
vey, published as recently as December 2009,
shows that both sides are building up their
security forces and covertly stockpiling
weapons in anticipation of a possible return
to civil war;

Whereas the Government of Southern
Sudan continues to face a range of chal-
lenges and continues to struggle with prob-
lems of financial management, insufficient
capacity, and a limited ability to provide se-
curity in parts of its territory, especially in
the face of increasing inter-ethnic and com-
munal violence;

Whereas humanitarian organizations and
the United Nations report that more than
2,600 people were killed and an additional
350,000 displaced by inter-ethnic and com-
munal violence within southern Sudan
throughout 2009;

Whereas the Lord’s Resistance Army, a
brutal rebel group formed in northern Ugan-
da, has reportedly resumed and increased at-
tacks against civilians in southern Sudan,
creating another security challenge in the
region;

Whereas the Government of Southern
Sudan and the United Nations Mission
(UNMIS) have not taken adequate steps to
address the rising insecurity and to protect
civilians in southern Sudan;

Whereas, despite b years of peace, most of
southern Sudan remains severely under-
developed with communities lacking access
to essential services such as water, health
care, livelihood opportunities, and infra-
structure;

Whereas Sudan is scheduled to hold na-
tional elections in April 2010, and the people
of southern Sudan and Abyei are to hold
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their referendum on self-determination in
January 2011 under the terms of the CPA;

Whereas the holding of these elections, Su-
dan’s first multiparty elections in 24 years,
could be a historic milestone for the country
and a step toward genuine democratic trans-
formation if the elections are fair and free
and all communities are able to participate;

Whereas the existence of laws that grant
powers to government security services in
Sudan to arrest and detain citizens without
charge and recent actions taken by the secu-
rity forces to restrict freedom of speech and
assembly by opposition parties have raised
concerns that conditions may not exist for
fair and free elections in Sudan;

Whereas the conflict in Darfur is still unre-
solved, the security situation remains vola-
tile, and armed parties continue to commit
humanitarian and human rights violations
in the region, raising concerns that condi-
tions may not exist for Darfurians to freely
and safely participate in the elections; and

Whereas the security situation in the
whole of Sudan has profound implications for
the stability of neighboring countries, in-
cluding Chad, the Central African Republic,
the Democratic Republic of Congo, Eritrea,
Ethiopia, Kenya, and Uganda: Now, therefore
be it

Resolved, That the Senate—

(1) acknowledges the critical importance
of preventing a renewed North-South civil
war in Sudan, which would have catastrophic
humanitarian consequences for all of Sudan
and could destabilize the wider region;

(2) supports the efforts of President
Barack Obama to reinvigorate and strength-
en international engagement on implemen-
tation of the Comprehensive Peace Agree-
ment (CPA);

(3) encourages all international envoys
and representatives, including those of the
permanent members of the United Nations
Security Council, IGAD, the African Union,
and the United Nations, to work closely to-
gether and coordinate their efforts to bolster
the peace accord;

(4) calls on the parties in Sudan—

(A) to comply fully with their commit-
ments under the CPA;

(B) to refrain from actions that could es-
calate tensions in the run-up to the 2011 ref-
erendum;

(C) to work expeditiously to resolve out-
standing issues of the agreement; and

(D) to begin negotiations to resolve post-
referenda issues, including resource alloca-
tion and citizenship rights in the case of sep-
aration;

(5) calls on the Government of National
Unity to amend or repeal laws and avoid any
further actions that would unduly restrict
the freedom of speech and assembly by oppo-
sition parties or the full participation of
communities, including those in Darfur, in
the upcoming national elections;

(6) encourages the international commu-
nity and the United Nations to engage with
local populations to provide assistance for
elections in Sudan and popular consultations
while also closely monitoring and speaking
out against any actions by the Government
of Sudan or its security forces to restrict or
deny participation in a credible elections
process;

(7) calls on the Government of Southern
Sudan to work with the assistance of the
international community to design and
begin implementing a long-term plan for se-
curity sector reform that includes the trans-
formation of the army and police into mod-
ern security organs and the training of all
security forces in human rights and civilian
protection;

(8) urges the United Nations Security
Council to direct and assist the UNMIS
peacekeepers to better monitor and work to
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prevent violence in southern Sudan and to
prioritize civilian protection in decisions
about the use of available capacity and re-
sources;

(9) supports increased efforts by the
United States Government, other donors,
and the United Nations to assist the Govern-
ment of Southern Sudan to improve its gov-
erning capacity, strengthen its financial ac-
countability, build critical infrastructure,
and expand service delivery;

(10) urges the President to work with the
permanent members of the United Nations
Security Council, other governments, and re-
gional organizations at the highest levels to
develop a coordinated multilateral strategy
to promote peaceful change and full imple-
mentation of the CPA; and

(11) encourages the President and other
international leaders to strategize and de-
velop contingency plans now for all
eventualities, including in the event that the
CPA process breaks down or large-scale vio-
lence breaks out in Sudan before or after the
2011 referendum, as well as for longer term
development in the region following the ref-
erendum.

———
PRIVILEGES OF THE FLOOR

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that Jeff Barham, a
detailee in the Senate HELP Com-
mittee majority office, be granted floor
privileges for the duration of the con-
sideration of Ms. Patricia Smith’s
nomination to be Solicitor for the De-
partment of Liabor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

CONGRATULATING NORTH-
WESTERN UNIVERSITY
FEINBERG SCHOOL OF MEDICINE

Mr. CASEY. I ask unanimous consent
that the Judiciary Committee be dis-
charged from further consideration of
S. Res. 394 and the Senate proceed to
its immediate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The clerk will report the resolution
by title.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

A resolution (S. Res. 394) congratulating
the Northwestern TUniversity Feinberg
School of Medicine for its 150 years of com-
mitment to advancing science and improving
health.

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the resolution.

Mr. CASEY. I ask unanimous consent
that the resolution be agreed to, the
preamble be agreed to, the motions to
reconsider be laid upon the table, with
no intervening action or debate, and
any statements related to the resolu-
tion be printed in the RECORD.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The resolution (S. Res.
agreed to.

The preamble was agreed to.

The resolution, with its preamble,
reads as follows:

S. RES. 394

Whereas, on March 12, 1859, the origins of
Northwestern University Feinberg School of
Medicine began with Drs. Hosmer A. John-
son, Edmund Andrews, Ralph N. Isham, and

394) was
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David Rutter signing an agreement to estab-
lish the medical department of Lind Univer-
sity, which provided the first graded cur-
riculum in a medical school in the United
States;

Whereas, on October 9, 1859, the medical
school marked its first session;

Whereas, on April 26, 1864, the medical de-
partment of Lind University became Chicago
Medical College;

Whereas in 1870, Chicago Medical
entered into an agreement with
western University to serve as the
ment of Medicine for the University;

Whereas in 2002, the Northwestern Univer-
sity Board of Trustees renamed the medical
school in honor of benefactor Reuben
Feinberg;

Whereas the Feinberg School of Medicine
is one of the pre-eminent medical schools in
the Nation, producing the next generation of
leaders in medical and related fields through
its innovative research and educational pro-
grams;

Whereas the Feinberg School of Medicine
supports the provision of the highest stand-
ard of clinical care by its clinical affiliates
for their patients;

Whereas the Feinberg School of Medicine
is cited annually in mnational college
rankings as one of the top medical schools
for research;

Whereas Feinberg School of Medicine
alumni are leaders in their fields;

Whereas the Feinberg School of Medicine
is a leader in aligning experts from various
disciplines to create a collaborative research
enterprise that explores the fertile discovery
space between disciplines; and

Whereas Feinberg School of Medicine fac-
ulty are nationally and internationally
prominent physicians and scientists who
have an impact on the most pressing medical
and research issues: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved, That the Senate—

(1) congratulates the Feinberg School of
Medicine on the momentous occasion of its
150th anniversary, and expresses best wishes
for continued success;

(2) recognizes and commends the Feinberg
School of Medicine for its dedication to edu-
cating world class physicians and scientists,
sponsoring cutting edge medical research,
and providing highly specialized clinical
care; and

(3) directs the Secretary of the Senate to
transmit an enrolled copy of this resolution
to the Feinberg School of Medicine for ap-
propriate display.

College
North-
Depart-

————

APPOINTMENT

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair, on behalf of the Vice President,
pursuant to the order of the Senate of
January 24, 1901, appoints the Senator
from Illinois, Mr. BURRIS, to read
Washington’s Farewell Address on
Monday, February 22, 2010.

————

ORDERS FOR TUESDAY,
FEBRUARY 2, 2010

Mr. CASEY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that when the Sen-
ate completes its business today, it ad-
journ until 10 a.m. tomorrow, Tuesday,
February 2; that following the prayer
and pledge, the Journal of proceedings
be approved to date, the morning hour
be deemed expired, the time for the two
leaders be reserved for their use later
in the day, and there be a period of
morning business for 1 hour equally di-
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vided and controlled between the two
leaders or their designees, with the ma-
jority controlling the first half and the
Republicans controlling the final half,
and with Senators permitted to speak
therein for up to 10 minutes each; that
following morning business, the Senate
proceed to executive session and re-
sume consideration of the nomination
of Patricia Smith postcloture; that the
time during any adjournment, recess,
or period of morning business count
postcloture; finally, I ask consent that
the Senate recess from 12:30 p.m. until
2:15 p.m. for the weekly caucus lunch-
eons.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

The Chair hears none, and it is so or-
dered.

———
PROGRAM

Mr. CASEY. Mr. President, tomorrow
the Senate will resume consideration
of the Smith nomination. I hope we
will be able to yield back some of the
postcloture debate time so we may pro-
ceed to a vote on confirmation at a rea-
sonable time. Upon disposition of the
Smith nomination, the Senate will im-
mediately proceed to vote on the mo-
tion to invoke cloture on the nomina-
tion of Martha Johnson to be Adminis-
trator of General Services.

——————

ADJOURNMENT UNTIL 10 A.M.
TOMORROW

Mr. CASEY. Mr. President, if there is
no further business to come before the
Senate, I ask unanimous consent that
it adjourn under the previous order.

There being no objection, the Senate,
at 6:51 p.m., adjourned until Tuesday,
February 2, 2010, at 10 a.m.

————

NOMINATIONS

Executive nominations received by
the Senate:

DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY

JEFFREY A. LANE, OF VIRGINIA, TO BE AN ASSISTANT
SECRETARY OF ENERGY (CONGRESSIONAL AND INTER-
GOVERNMENTAL AFFAIRS), VICE LISA E. EPIFANI, RE-
SIGNED.

INTERNATIONAL JOINT COMMISSION, UNITED
STATES AND CANADA

LANA POLLACK, OF MICHIGAN, TO BE A COMMISSIONER
ON THE PART OF THE UNITED STATES ON THE INTER-
NATIONAL JOINT COMMISSION, UNITED STATES AND
CANADA, VICE ALLEN I. OLSON.

UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE

PAUL STEVEN MILLER, OF WASHINGTON, TO BE A GOV-
ERNOR OF THE UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE FOR A
TERM EXPIRING DECEMBER 8, 2016, VICE CAROLYN L.
GALLAGHER, TERM EXPIRED.

DENNIS J. TONER, OF DELAWARE, TO BE A GOVERNOR
OF THE UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE FOR THE RE-
MAINDER OF THE TERM EXPIRING DECEMBER 8, 2012,
VICE KATHERINE C. TOBIN, RESIGNED.

UNITED STATES PAROLE COMMISSION

J. PATRICIA WILSON SMOOT, OF MARYLAND, TO BE A
COMMISSIONER OF THE UNITED STATES PAROLE COM-
MISSION FOR A TERM OF SIX YEARS, VICE DEBORAH ANN
SPAGNOLI, RESIGNED.

IN THE ARMY

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICERS FOR APPOINTMENT
TO THE GRADE INDICATED IN THE UNITED STATES ARMY
DENTAL CORPS UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTIONS 624
AND 3064:

To be colonel
DOUGLAS R. DIXON
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DAVID M. FALLAH
CHRISTOPHER D. JENKINS
KENNETH E. JONES
RODNEY H. JONES

BRYAN P. KALISH

CHIN R. LIN

COLLINS T. LYONS
WILLIAM F. MADDUX
STEFAN S. OLPINSKI
SAMUEL A. PASSO
DOMINIQUE M. REYNDERS
DONALD K. SCALES
THORPE C. WHITEHEAD
VICKIJ. WYAN

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICERS FOR APPOINTMENT
TO THE GRADE INDICATED IN THE UNITED STATES ARMY
MEDICAL CORPS UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTIONS 624
AND 3064:

To be colonel

ROMNEY C. ANDERSEN
PEDRO ARCHEVALD
MARTIN F. BAECHLER
ANDREW J. BAUER
BRIAN M. BELSON
KEVIN J. BOYLE
JEROME L. BULLER
BRIAN S. BURLINGAME
MARK W. BURNETT
YONG H. CHUN

DANIEL L. CRUSER
JAMES F. CUMMINGS
SHERI L. DEMARTELAERE
JOHN F. FARR IIT
ROBERT D. FORSTEN
MARK A. FRAMSTAD
JAMES D. FRIZZI
GREGORY M. FRYER
MARK D. GIBBONS
GAIL M. GLUSHKO
JOSEPH M. GOBERN
DELORES M. GRIES
DAVID J. HARFORD
MARK L. HIGDON
MICHAEL J. HOILIEN
GUNTHER HSUE
JEFFREY W. HUTCHINSON
RICHARD P. JAMES
SAMUEL S. JANG
CHATT A. JOHNSON
TROY R. JOHNSON
JENNIFER L. JUNNILA
RUSS S. KOTWAL
MARC H. LABOVICH
TERRENCE L. LAKIN
HEECHOON S. LEE
JEFFREY C. LEGGIT
ANDREW J. LIPTON
JOHN M. LOWERY
CLIFFORD C. LUTZ, JR.
BRIAN F. MALLOY
CEDRIC F. MCCORD
LEE A. MCFADDEN
JEFFERY M. NELSON
JOHN J. OCONNELL
THOMAS G. OLIVER
JOSE M. ORTIZ

MARK F. OWENS

HON S. PAK

CHRIS G. PAPPAS
GEORGE E. PATTERSON
DEAN C. PEDERSEN
NICHOLAS A. PIANTANIDA
BARRY R. POCKRANDT
RICHARD W. POPE
BRET K. PURCELL
ANTHONY S. RAMAGE
LANCE C. RANEY
EVAN M. RENZ

DAVID E. RISTEDT
THOMAS J. ROGERS
DAVID C. ROMINE
IRENE M. ROSEN
RUSSELL S. ROWE
DANIEL S. ROY

BRIAN W. SMALLEY
BRYAN L. SMITH
REED K. SMITH
STEVEN E. SPENCER
ROBERT W. STEWART
EDWARD J. SWANTON
MOTAMEN H. TAVAF
BENJAMIN A. THOMPSON
JOHN J. VOGEL
JOSEPH L. WILDE
MARGARET A. YACOVONE
IN K. YOON

CLORINDA K. ZAWACKI
D002085

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICERS FOR APPOINTMENT
TO THE GRADE INDICATED IN THE UNITED STATES ARMY
VETERINARY CORPS UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTIONS
624 AND 3064:

To be major

CHARLES E. BANE

CHAD C. BLACK

SHARA C. CHANCE
JAMES G. COISMAN
CHRISTOPHER C. CORRIE
ROSE C. GRIMM
CLARISSA HACKETT
NATHAN A. HOYT

JULIE D. KANE

RENEE C. KREBS
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THERESE A. KREUTZBERG
MATTHEW A. LEVINE
ANTHONY D. MAY

JOSEPH M. ROYAL

KELLIE M. TRIPLETT
KAREN K. WEEKES
MATTHEW D. WEGNER
D003028

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICERS FOR APPOINTMENT
TO THE GRADE INDICATED IN THE UNITED STATES ARMY
MEDICAL SPECIALIST CORPS UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C.,
SECTIONS 624 AND 3064:

To be major

RICHARD ACEVEDO
ANDREW H. ALLEN
ANDREW R. AUSTIN
BERT M. BAKER
GEORGE A. BARBEE
MARNTI B. BARNES
PRISCILLIA D. BEJARANO
KENNETH E. BRODIE
CASSIDE J. BUCK
JOSEPH H. CAMERON
MICHAEL P. CHAMBERS
TIMOTHY J. COFFMAN
AARON CROMBIE

TIN Q. DANG

ANGELA R. DIEBAL
JOSEPH A. DOMINGUEZ IIT
DAVID L. DONELSON
MATTHEW S. DOUGLAS
AMELIA M. DURANSTANTON
RODNEY L. DYCUS

ANNA M. FERGUSON
CHAD M. FLICK

ROBERT B. FOX

YVONNE E. FRANCO
BRADLEY D. FREY
ALAN P. GARCIA

JOHN S. GEISE
GENEVIEVE M. GUDORF
ROBERT W. HAMBLIN
KEVIN D. HARRIS
RANDOLPH S. HARRISON
JIMMY L. HIGHTOWER, JR.
TIMOTHY A. HOOVER
ADRIENNE F. JEFFERSON
ROBERT J. JOHNSON
LISA N. KONITZER

SHAN M. KROGER

SCOTT J. KUSHNER
JOHN R. LANE

MARK E. LESTER
MICHAEL D. MCCLENDON
ADAM B. MCGARRY
JAMES A. MITCHELL
SARAH A. MITSCH

K. SCOT MOHR

JEFFREY D. MORGAN
KANE D. MORGAN
MICHAEL E. NESBITT
MICHAEL T. OLEARY
KIRK M. OLSON
PATRICK W. ONEIL
CHRISTOPHER C. PASE
MAROLYN J. PEARSON
PAUL G. ROGERS
MONTALVO I. ROSELLO
TANJA C. ROY
MATTHEW R. SCHERER
BARRY L. SEIP

JOHN W. SHAUGHNESSY
PHILLIP M. SKEEN
KENNETH W. SMITH
TRISHA B. STAVINOHA
NOAH A. STEINBERG
WILLIAM C. SWAIMS
RICARDO SWENNESS
MICHAEL M. THOMAS
QUINTIN E. TREADWAY
MICHAEL C. TRUST
CHRISTOPHER S. VAN WINKLE
MICHAEL P. WAY

BRIAN J. WEHRER
PATRICK C. WILLIAMS
MARIA R. YATES

D006682

D005704

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICERS FOR APPOINTMENT
TO THE GRADE INDICATED IN THE UNITED STATES ARMY
MEDICAL SERVICE CORPS UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SEC-
TIONS 624 AND 3064:

To be major

JOSEPH C. ALEXANDER
TRACIE C. ALLEN
STEPHANIE ALMOND
AHMAD G. ANDREWS
BRUCE ARGUETA

BRYAN R. BAILEY

BRIAN A. BALCERAK
REBECCA G. BALL
DONALD B. BENTLEY, JR.
ERIC W. BERARD
CLEMENT R. BERMUDES
CHRISTOPHER S. BESSER
WILLIAM F. BETTS
FRANK C. BLAKE

JAMES M. BOLTON
VANESSA E. BONNER
AARON J. BRAXTON IT
ROBERT E. BRUTCHER
JACOB A. BUSTOZ

YURI A. CAMPBELL

MERBIN CARATTINI
PAUL B. CARBY
ALEKSEY V. CASCOFIGUEROA
ANGEL CASTELLANOS
JASON M. CATES
YOUYKHAM CHANTHAVILAY
CHRISTOPHER M. CHUNG
JEFFREY CLARK

DIANA M. COLON

CHANI A. CORDERO
ANDREW B. COSTELLO
JILLYEN E. CURRYMATHIS
ROBERT J. CYBULSKI, JR.
VICTOR M. DEARMAS
JOHNNY R. DENNIS
STEPHEN M. DURYEA
CRAIG J. EDWARDS
ROBERT T. ELIASON III
TRENT J. ELLIOTT
CHRISTOPHER W. ELLISON
KARA ESCAJEDA
NORJIM C. ESTRELLADO
PERRY L. EVERETT
JASON B. FAULKENBERRY
MIRIAM E. FEVRIERE
SETH T. FRENCH
SAMUEL L. FRICKS
TYRA D. FRUGE
ROCHELLE M. GARDNER
ALEJANDRO GONZALES
ERIC R. GUZMAN
RONALD W. HAVARD
CHRISTOPHER HAYNES
ADREAIN M. HENRY
JOSEPH F. HOCKMUTH
JOSEPH J. HOUT

PETER K. HUGGINS
ALISHA F. HUTSON
DEGRATIOUS E. JENKINS
KURT H. JERKE

NINA M. JOHNSON
TANYA M. JUAREZ

RAUL E. JURADO
JOHNPAUL KELLY
JAMES K. KENISKY
INDIA B. KINES

ALBERT E. KINKEAD
HILLARY J. KLINGMAN
STEFAN M. KOCHIS
MARA KREISHMANDEITRICK
SHARRON D. LANKFORD
AUTUMN T. LEVERIDGE
LATISHA T. LITTLETON
ATHENA C. LOCK

ROSA M. LOFTON
CHRISTOPHER L. LOGAN
LEWIS S. LONG

KAREN P. LUISI
KENNETH C. LUTZ
WILLIAM K. MACNULTY III
SHONNEL MAKWAKWA
AARON B. MALLORY
GLEN MANGLAPUS
DELORES J. MARTINEZ
JASON R. MATHRE

DEON D. MAXWELL
DAVID L. MCCASKILL
JAY A. MCFARLAND
JAMES R. MCKNIGHT
RUSSELL R. MENARD
DARRYL M. METCALF
AARON P. MIAULLIS
YAHUZA A. MOHAMMED
DEBORAH L. MOORE
ELIZABETH C. MOORE
MARCUS L. MOSS
ELIZABETH M. MURAK
PATRICK M. MUSISI
CHRISTOPHER A. MYERS
JOHN T. NUCKOLS
MICHAEL A. ORECCHIO
DAVID G. PEDERSEN
BASHIRI PHILLIPS

JOHN M. PITUS, JR.
CORY J. PLOWDEN
LARAY I. PRICEABDELRAZZAQ
JONATHAN R. RAMSEY
ROBY RANDALL

KIRK A. REED
FERDINAND O. REYES
WILLIAM R. RITTER
AMANDA P. ROBBINS
MIGUEL A. RODRIGUEZ
CHRISTOPHER M. RUTZ
MABEL A. SALAS

JUAN S. SANTANAMARTINEZ
MARK C. SCHILLING
KARA E. SCHMID
THOMAS W. SCHOLTENS
EDWARD D. SCHUPBACH
BRANDI A. SCHUYLER
DONALD W. SEXTON
KEITH SHARROW
TRENTEN J. SHORT
TERESA S. SILVERNAIL
JOSHUA M. SPERRY
ANNE M. STERLING
MICHAEL C. STORY
PATRINA M. STOSKOPF
STEVEN A. STOVALL
CHANDA M. TAVOLONI
MICHAEL E. TAYLOR
AMANDA L. TRENTA
RYAN D. TRUMBO

DEREK C. UNDERHILL
JAMA D. VANHORNESEALY
BEVERLY A. VANTULL
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APRIL R. VERLO
PAUL A. WHITE
JASON C. WILLIAMS
JOY R. WILLIAMS
SHANE R. WORTMAN
DON H. YAMASHITA

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICERS FOR APPOINTMENT
TO THE GRADE INDICATED IN THE UNITED STATES ARMY
NURSE CORPS UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTIONS 624 AND
3064:

To be major

DAVID A. ALLEN
GABRIELLE M. ANDREANIFABRONI
ALEXANDER D. ARISTIZABAL
MARTA E. ARTIGA
CHRISTOPHER P. BAGLIO
MARGARITO BANALES IIT
MICHAEL A. BARTON
AMY R. BEASLEY

JOHN W. BOYLE

JAMES J. BREAZEALE
LISA M. BREECE
CAROLINE C. BRODEN
JODY A. BROWN

DINAH S. BRYANT
TRACY C. BURTON
LAMBERT B. CABALES
JON L. CAMP

JOVITTA CHANDLER
THOMAS L. CHENOWITH II
JAMES A. CHERVONI
SCOTT J. CHRISTIE
SHANEKIA S. COLE
EDWARD D. COMER
BRIAN M. COOLEY

JEAN COXTURNER
MARTHA L. CURTIS
JENNIFER M. CYR
ANDRENA P. DABBS
KENNETH E. DAVIS, JR.
WARREN T. DAY

DAVID C. DEE

PAMELLA P. DRYSDALE
GEOFFREY W. DUNCKLEE
OKON I. EBEUTE

NANCY A. EMMA
SAVANNAH L. ESTES
RICKY A. EVANS
STELLA S. FEOMAIA
ROBERTO FIGUEROA
JENNIFER S. FISHER
HEATHER M. FONDER
MARK J. FORTIN
FRANKLIN R. FRAZIER
ROBBY R. FRONDOZO
BRENT P. GARRETT
KERRY S. GARTH

TAMI R. GAZERRO
KATHLEEN M. GERRIE
STUART M. GODWIN
KEVIN A. GOKE

DAVID I. GOLEMBIOWSKI
MICHELE GRAYSON
JAMILEE A. GREENE
NATALIE M. GRIFFIN
CHRISTOPHER C. HAESE
LATONA M. HARRIS
KRISTEN M. HENSLEY
JOHN E. HERNANDEZ
MAXWELL H. HERNANDEZ
NEKITA D. HUNTER

LORI A. JOHNSON
SHERIE L. JOHNSON
PAUL D. JONES

CHRIS M. JURGENSMEYER
ORIN J. KENDALL
JARED L. KENNEDY
JOHN S. KERNS

JAMES C. KESLER
ROBIN L. KLINGENSMITH
RICK A. LARANGO
VERONICA A. LAW

LORI A. LAWHORN
CHERI A. LAY

ARLENE B. LEDOUX
CATHARINA R. LINDSEY
JAMES W. LING IIT
LESTER E. MACK

CLINT R. MAGANA
BRENT S. MAIR
KATHRINE J. MALACHI
RESTITUTO Y. MALLARI
DENNIS W. MANN
PATRICK R. MARLOW
MAXIMINO MARTELL
PAUL B. MASTERS
KIMBERLI J. MATTHEWS
STEVEN R. MAYER
BRIDGET R. MCILWAIN
DONNA S. MCNEIL
PAMELA MCPHEARSON
BILLY R. MCPHERSON, JR.
EILEEN M. MEYER
JULIET N. MORAH

MARY E. MORTENSON
ERIC V. MUELLER
XAVIER MUNOZ, JR.
DEBRA J. MURRAY
ERICKA D. NAPIER
THELMA E. NICHOLLS
JOSE A. ORTIZSANCHEZ
LAUREEN A. OTTO
JASON L. PAXTON
TRINITY F. PEAK
BRIANNA M. PERATA
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SCOTT PHILLIPS
MICHAEL F. PLUEGER, JR.
GWENDOLYN L. PRICE
JANELL L. PULIDO

RUTH A. RACINE
VICTORIA P. RAGAN
TERRY E. RAINES
STEPHANIE M. RIGBYTOMASKO
BARBOSA M. RIVERA
SANTIAGO J. RIVERA
MARIE L. ROCHELEAU
VILMA ROJAS

LEWIS D. ROW

SOSA O. RUIZ

DEBORAH G. SAVAGE
WILLIAM T. SELLERS
GERRY P. SHARP

ELSIE K. SHELTON

DAVID SHETLER
VONDALYN L. SIMMONS
JONATHAN A. SINNOTT
RICHARD A. SONNIER

JOHN M. SPURGEON

JACK A. STRONG

KATIE A. SULLIVAN
RAMON A. SUMIBCAY
SHARON D. TEZZO

ROSA L. THOMPSON
CATHERINE C. TO
KATHERYN A. TRAVERS
RENA F. TRUMBULL
CHRISTOPHER A. VANFOSSON
VIRGINIA C. VARDONSMITH
KRISTINE M. VARGA

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

SANDRA K. VARGAS
LATONYA R. WALKER

MICHAEL T. WARNOCK, JR.

KEVIN D. WARWICK
MARCY E. WEBSTER
JESSICA J. WHALEY
LORI L. WHITNEY
JASON L. WILLIAMS
PETER L. WILLIAMS
SAUNDETH A. WILLIAMS
MICHELLE L. WOLF
ROSEMARY E. WOSKY
TERESA E. YABAR
DENISE A. YARDE
YOUNG J. YAUGER
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